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NYAYA APHORISMS OF GAUTAMA. — 
BOOK III. 


Sea ee वि eae 
INTRODUCTION. 

a, Without whose favour one is like a log, or the like; through 
ja little of whose favour a person gets through the net of delu- 
‘sion; I continually worship, having placed her in the lotus of 
my heart, with a view to increase of eloquence, her the pre-emi- 
ment goddess Saraswati.* 

{ 


¢. Now, as a fit occasion offers, the ‘ objects of right notion’ 
(prameya) being to be examined, the set of six, beginning with 
‘Soul, which was first enunciated, [in the hst at ए. I. §9,] is to 
: e examined in this Third [Book]; therefore the matter of the 
(Book is just the Examination of the Set of Six beginning with 
‘Soul.t P 


* तरुप्रष्टतितुल्यता भवति यत्क पामन्तर यदौयकरुणा- 
aura तरति areata जनः। विधाय इट यास्बुजे रुचिर- 
बाकंप्रचाराय तां नमामि परदेवतां सततमेव AMSA Ut 

† अथावसरतः Waa परो च्षणोवु प्रयमोदिष्टमात्मा- 
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€. Of this, the examination of the quaternionitbegigning with © 

‘» soul, is the matter of the First Diurnal Portion; and)in this 
here are nine Sections» Among these there is, in the!first place, 


the Section on the division of Sense.* | 


d. Here the doubt having arisen whether a Sense /indriya) be | 

_ intelligent or not, there is an aphorism to sct aside that whith | "I ॥ 

_ the assertor of the intelligence of Sense alleges, viz., let it be 
that the senses, which it is settled are thé instruments [of percep- 1 
tion], are intelligent,—as this is simplest ;—and so, since the 
word Soul has various meanings, {and may possibly mean some- 
thing material, as, €, g., the Senses,] or, since the Senses are 
not material, [and may therefore very well be that immaterial 
thing which is called the Sgul,] there is no confusiont [of the 
material with the immaterial—8ays this mistaken person—in our 
hypothesis of the identity of Soul and Sense]. 


श प ee ee 


THE FIRST DIURNAL PORTION. 
^ SECTION Tf. 
THAT THE SENSES ARE NOT THE SOUL. 


द शेनस्पशेनाभ्यामकायेग्रदणात्‌॥ ९ ॥ 


नुन not constt- Anh, 1.— [A Sense is not Soul, | because, | 
नीमि through both Sight and Touch, we apprehend 
a single object 


feug sata watts | तेनात्मादिषङ्परीक्तेवाष्या- 
याथेः॥ = 

* तचात्मादि चतुव्कपरौत्ता प्रथमाङ्किकाथेः। aay नव 
प्रकरण नि। तचादाविद्दियभद प्रकरणम्‌ | 

† adfed ज्ञानवन्नवेति संशये करणत्वेन सिद्धानामि- 


BOOK: §1. ` +. 4 er 3 


a. Because of the apprehension of only a single object through 
both Sight’and Touch. Sight and Touch are different kinds of @ 
knowledge; and the 3d. {or instrumental cdse-affix attached to 
the words in the aphorism, | implies “ sort,”—[{the knowledge here 
referred to being, e. g., of the visual and tactual kind]; there- 
fore the meaning is,—because there is an apprehension of a 
single subject with the possession of both visible and tangible 
properties ;—and thus,from the consciousness that “I who saw’ 
the jar, I the same do touch it,” Soul is single, and distinct from 
Sense.f * 


¢. He ponders a doubt in regard to this.t 


न विषयव्यवस्थानात्‌ ॥ २ ॥ 


Aph, 2.—Nay [—that argument, says some one, 


An objection. ; ४. 
५ will not do], beeause the objects are different. 


a. Since the Sight, the Touch, &c., have, as their determinate 
{and exclusive] objects, what possesses Colour, Tangibility, &c., 
the visible, and so on, is indivisibly united with the Sight, and 
so on; and thus the cognition of non-distinction [—as if the 





feat चेतन्यमसतु लाघवात्‌ तया ATAU नानायेला- 
दिद्धियाणाममैतिकलाद्वा न साङ्गथेमितीद्धियचेतन्यवा- 
दिनसतद्रिराकरणाय aaa 

* एकस्येव द शेनस्प शेनाभ्यामथेख्य TSU | द शेनस्य- 
भेने ज्ञानविशेष | ढतोयाच प्रकारे | तेन चाज्ुषस्पाशेनेा- 
भयवच््वेनेकस्य धमिणः प्रतिसन्धानादित्ययेः। तथाच यो 
SS घटमद्रात्तं सादं स्परशामीत्यन्‌भवादात्मेद्दरियव्यतिरि क्तं 
एक इति, ck 

† wang i 
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seen, the touched, &c., constituted but one object—] is errone- 
‘ous :—such is the import.* , 


8. He clears up this.t 


तङ्वस्थानाटेवात्मसङ्भावाट प्रतिषेधः ॥ ३॥ 


Aph. 3.—The objection will not do, be- 
cause the real existence of the Soul [is in- 
ferred] from that very difference among these. 


_The objection repelled. 


a. The above-stated objection is not proper,—because, from 
the very difference alleged among the objects, [it is inferred that] 
the soul really exists ;—that is to say, a Soul, distinct [from the 
Senses], is conjectured{—[which confers a unity on the other- 
wise separate deliverances of thie Senses]. 


6. Here ends the section on the differentness of Sense§ [from 
Soul] 


c. But then, having pondered the following doubt, viz., let the 
Body be [what is called] the Soul, because we have such cogni- 
tions as “J, who am white [in body], do know,”’ &c.,—he con- 
demns 11. || 


“aqme रूपस्पशादिवत्रियतविषयलाच्क्तरा- 
देश्वाक्तुषादि समवायिलमित्थच्ाभेद प्रययो ur इति 


aa: | 
+ समाधेत्ते। 


‡ क्तप्रतिषेधो न युक्तः। यक्तविषयव्यवस्छानाटेवाद्य- 
सङद्भावादतिरिक्तात्मकल्यनादित्यथेः ॥ 
6 समाप्रमिद्धियभेद प्रकरणम्‌ | 


॥ नन गारा. जानामीत्यादि प्रतीतेरस्त शरो रमात्मेत्या- 
शद्ध दूषयति | 





BOOK भा. €. ae ॐ 


SECTION I. sta 


THAT THE BODY IS NOT THE SOUL. 


शरौरदादे पातकाभावात्‌ ॥ ४ ॥ 


| ४ Body ts not Aph. 4.—Because of the non-existence of 

sin [which, on the supposition that the Body 
is the soul, would take place,] on the burning of the Body. ५ 

a. ‘Because of the non-existence of sin,’ i. e., because we 
should find that no sin &c. remains;—and so there should be 
no subsequent pain &c. Or, burning is destruction; and so, 
when the destruction of the body has been performed, the agent, 
viz., [by hypothesis,] the body, having been destroyed, there 
could be no sin, [—whereas, aftét a man’s body has been burned, 
we find his sins pursuing him into subsequent states of exist- 
ence | :—such is the meaning.* 

b. He ponders this doubt, that, ^ the same censure applies to 
thee.” + 

क । 
तदभावः सात्मकप्रदादेऽपि त्रित्यलात्‌॥ ५॥ 

A vain attempt to retort == 400, 5.—There would be the non-exist- 
pasha inst ence thereof, [i. e., of sin,] even on the 
destruction of it, [the body,] if it had a soul, because that (vim, 
the soul,] is eternal. 

a. Even on the destruction of a body, if it had a soul, a mur- 
derer would have no sin, because, since that, viz., the soul, is fas 


* पातकाभावात्‌ पातकादेरभावप्रसङ्गात्‌ तथाचेोत्तर- 
कालिकं दुःखादिकंन स्थादिति, यद्वा दाहा नाशः तथाच 
शरौरनाशे छते wut शरीरे विनष्टे पातकं न स्यादि 
त्ययेः॥ „4 

+ तवापि तुल्यटाष इत्याशङ्कते । 
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you say,) eternal, none could be its destroyer,* [—and, the soul 
being the man, none could,be killed]. 


¢. He repels this. 
न काथाख्जयकटबघात्‌ ॥ ६॥ 


Aph, 6.—Not so, because murder is [not 
of the soul, but] of the active site of opera- 
tions. 


The attempt repelled. 


a. ‘Of the site of operations,’ i. e., of the site of gestures, 
‘active,’ i. ९. distinguished by energizing, viz., of the body 
alone, but not of the soul, is there destruction. t 


b. The import is, that, since Brfhmanhood and the lke be- 
longs to the body, sin arises frof the destruction of.-it,§ [i.e., of 
the body]. 


८, Here ends the section on the differcntness of the body] 
[from the soul]. 


छ, As this is the proper place, he commences a section on the 
non-duality of the organ of vision. 


* सात्मकशरोरनाशेऽपि Ss पातकाभावः स्यात्‌ AB 
त्मने नित्यतलेन तच्राशकत्वाभावात्‌। 


† परिहरति ॥ 

‡ कायाखयस्य terrae कन्तः कत्यषच्छेदटकस्य शरीर- 
खव नारे न लाह्मनः॥ ` 

§ ब्राह्मणल्वादेः शरीरटत्तिलात्‌ .तत्राशटेव पापोत्य- 
निरिति ura: 

॥ सटाप्रं देहभेदे प्रकरणम्‌ । 

7 प्रसङ्गाचक्षुरदतप्रकरणमारभते | 


SECTION प्रा. 
ON THE NON-DUALITY OF THE OrGAN oF Viston, 
ry TAA 
सव्येन =z प्रत्यभिज्ञानात्‌ ॥ ७ ॥ 


An opinion regarding Anh. 7.—[Some say that there is a perma- 
single vision. . * 
nent Soul,] because what is seen by the left 
[eye] is recognised by the right. 


a. It is the opinion of some that a permanent Soul is demon- 
strated by the recognition, through the mght eye, of what was 
secn by the left eye. He cites this in order to refute it.* 


b. He [thus] censures itt ० 
aafaa नासास्थिव्यवदिते दित्वाभिमानात्‌॥ ८ ॥ 


The 0 view 4102, 8.—Not so, because there is [only] a 
^ conceit of duality in that [organ of vision] 
which, being single, is divided by the bone of the nose. 


a. That is to say, as in the case of a piece of water with a 
bridge placed across the middle, so the notion that there is a 
duality [in the organ of vision], because of its belonging also to 
the other eye ball which is separated by the bridge of the nose, 


is a mistake. f 


Reece ae ernenashnenr ens tcetCC ALR RC RC CA LLC CCL CCNA LCCC CCA ALC CL A LC NCCT NCCC IN CNN C Cnt 


* वामेन TAS दृष्टस्य दक्षिणेन Wee प्रत्यमिन्नानात्‌ 
स्थिरात्मसिद्िरिति केषाञ्चिन्मतं तत्रिराकरणायेतदप- 
न्यासः । 

† wagaafa i 

‡ मध्यस्थसेतुना तडागस्येव नासाख्धिव्यवदितम्धालका 
नरावच्छन्नतया SAAT भम इत्यथे; । 





& THE APHORBISMS OF THE NYAio5 
4, Some one objects.* 


एकनरश दिंतीयाविनाशात्‌ \ € । 


Objection to the unity of 400. 9.— (The two eyes, says some one, 
the organ of vision. : 

cannot be one single organ, | because, when 
the one is destroyed, the other does not perish. 


a. If the organ of vision were single, then, on the destruction 
of one eye, there should be blindness :—such is the import.t 


4. One partially informed rebuts this as follows :t— 


अवयवनाशे ऽप्यवयव्य पलब्धेरदेतुः ॥ ९. ०॥ 


a eet reply to the Aph. 10.—This is no argument, for, 
sash though a part have perished, we still per- 
ceive that of which it was the part. 


a. Since, even on the destruction of a part, as a branch, one 
recognises that of which it was the part, as the tree, there is no 
rule that the whoie shall every where perish on the destruction 
of a part; and so, even on the destruction of one [eye,] there is 
not blindness.§ 


6. In order to set to rights the opinion of the partially inform- 


* aifaufa i _ 

† चशचुरेक्ये एकचक्तुनाशो {स्वत्वं स्यादिति ara: । 

‡ खजेकटेशो धरिदरति। 

{ अवयवस्य शाखादेभरेःप्यवयविने sere प्रत्यभिन्रा- 
न्न्रावश्वनाशे सवेजावयविनाशनियमसयाचेकनाशे पि 
नाग्जलमिति।॥ 


BOOK él. §3. 9g 


ed person, and the objection aforesaid, here is an aphorism of the 
author.* 


दष्टानविराधादप्रतिषेधः ॥ ९९. ॥ 


This matter cleared 400. 11.—This is no reply, for the illustra- 
% र e के » 
i tion is not in point. 


a. The foregoing reply is not proper, because the illustration is 
‘not in point,’ is not applicable. For, on the cutting off of the 
branches, the tree does not abide; for, if that were the case, we 
should find the tree to be indestructible :—therefore, since in that 
case a mutilated tree is constituted by the remaining parts, the 
opinion of the partially informed person is not correct. By the 
same argument is negatived also the attempt to establish a 
distinction [of the organ of visioff into two,] on the ground that 
when one [eye] is destroyed the other does not perish ;—~for, even 
when one eye has been destroyed, there may remain a mutilated 
organ of vision iu virtue of the parts that belong to the other eye- 
ball.+ 

b. He states another argument for a distinction between the 


Soul and the Senses.{ 


* एकटेशिमतस्य पृथा क्ताचेपस्यच समाधानाय fag 
frit: SAA 

† Sau प्रतिषेधो न युक्ता दृष्टास्य विरोधादयुक्रलवात्‌। 
न डि शखाच्छटे रक्षल्िष्ठति तथा सति दच्तस्यानाशप्रस- 
ङ्द ता {वस्थितावयवेखच खण्डटक्तोत्पत्तेमकदेशिमतं sa । 
एतेनेकनाशे द्वितौ याविना शाद्धेद साधनमपि wea चश्च 
नेोशेऽपि गेलकान्तरावच्छिन्नावयवे; खण्डवचुः सम्भवात्‌ । 


‡ arate इद्धियभेटे युक्तयन्तरमाद । 


तति mre = श श ॥ 1 प 11 
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इद्धियानरविकारात्‌॥ ९२॥ 


* 
Another proof that thee Anh, 12.—Because there is a change [in 
senses are not the soul. ¢ , 
an organ of sense,| through something other 
than the sense. 


a. When an acid substance is seen, as the fruit of the Gade- 
lupa arborea, since, from the remembrance of its taste, there is a 
change in the organ of taste, in the shape of an overflowing of 
the water of the tecth, it is settled that there is.a Soul, other 
than the organ,* {in which Soul that remembrance resides]. 


& Some one objects.t 


न wa: सरततेव्य विषयत्वात्‌ ॥ ९.२ I 


Aph. 13.—Nay, because the remembrance is 


+ | 
An objection ledged in the thing remembered. 


a. For it is a fixed thing that the remenibrance 18 cuncerned 
about the thing remembered.t 


6. He clears up this.§ 


तदात्मगणत्वसङ्कावाद प्रतिषेधः ॥ ९४ ॥ 


; Aph. 14.—This is no objection, becauge it 
he reply. {—viz., rvemembrance—] is really a quality of the 
Soul. 


[षा CCG PCt lta tnc tanec COLO CE CINCO NAA LA 


+ चिरबिस्वाद्यन्लटूव्ये दृष्ट तद्रसस्सरणादन्तादकसम्पु- 
बरूपर सने द्दियविका रादिद्धियव्यतिरिक्त आत्मा सिष्यति। 

+ काक्तिपति।॥ 

‡ स्मरतिरि स्मन्तेव्यविषयिणीति नियमः t 

§ समाधत्ते | 
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a. The aforesaid objection is not proper, becanse, by the 
evidence which acquaints us with the subject [viz., the Soul, the 
substratum of knowledge under all its forms], it is proved that 
memory is a quality of the Soul—exclusively a quality of the soul ; 
and because we are conscious that it is J that remember, [and not 
* my Sense of Taste or Smell that remembers]; and because, if 
the relation of cause and effect [in the case of memory and the 
thing remembered,] were lodged in the object, then, because 
‘Chaitra knew [this or that object], we should find Maitra recal- 
lecting it s—such is the import.* 


6. Pondering the doubt whether memory be not intimately 
united with the objects remembered, he removes it.t 


é 
अपरिसंस्यानाच् पमुतिविघयस्य ॥ ९.५॥ 


A doubt in regard to Aph. 15.—And by reason of the innu- 

memory cleared up. ; isu 
merableness of the objects of memory, [it is 

simpler to suppose that it inheres in one separate subject]. 


a, Some say that this is not an aphorism but [a portion of] 
the Bhashya.t 


+ खक्तप्रतिषेधा न युक्तः। धमिंग्राइकमानेन स्तेरा- 
त्मगुणत्वात्परिशेषेणात्मगणतसि देर दं स्मरामोत्यनुभवात्‌। 
विषयनिष्ठकायेकारणभावे चेचस्य ज्ञाना्नेवस्य सरणापन्त- 
रिति भावः। 

† विषयाणां खनतव्यानां खृतिसमवायिवं स्यादिव्धाशङ्खु 
समाधन्ते। 

t इदं न खजं किन्त भाव्यमिति केचित्‌॥ 
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£. Here ends the section on the non-duality of the organ 
of vision.* 


£. He ponders the doubt—but then, since the Mind (manas) 
18 eternal, let if be [what is called] the Soul.+ 





Nye ~ i etary “nya स षम 


SECTION ४. 


How एष्ट MIND 18 NOT THE SOUL. 


नात्मप्रतिपत्तिदेतनां मनसि सम्भवात्‌ ॥ ९.६॥ 


Whether the Mind be the Aph. 16.—Nay [—says some one, 
९८ there is’no Soul other than the Mind—], 
because the arguments that establish [what you choose to call] 
Soul are applicable to [what we all call] the Mind. 


a. There is no other Soul [than Mind];—nothing else than 
Mind is meant in the arguments that establish [the existence of 


what is called] Soul :—such 18 the import. { 
6. He clears up this.§ 


च्रातुक्ञानसाधनेपपत्तेः संक्ञाभेदमाचम्‌ ॥ L ti 


Soul and Mind not to be Aph. 17.—Since there is a knower and 
confounde ae + ८ 

an instrument of knowledge, it is merely a 
difference of names [your calling these by one name or another]. 


पि 


* TA चक्षुरदरेतप्रकर णम्‌ | 

† नन्‌ मनसा नित्यत्वाटात्मलमस्तित्या शङ्कते | 

‡ नातिरिक्तं अत्म आत्मसाधकमानानों मनसाथोा- 
भ्नरमिति भावः । 

§ समाधत्ते ॥ 
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a. If the Mind were the knower, then it would be nevessary 
to mention some other instrument forsthe production of atten- 
tion, &c., {in the Mind,—whereas the Mind, m this system, is 
regarded as the instrument for producing attention to one thing 
at a time in the Soul]. And thus it is fixed that there is one 
knower and one instrument ;—but to say “let Mind be Soul,” 
is merely a matter of naming. Moreover, there is this unavoid- 
able difference (betwee Mind and Soul], that the Mind, as it 
produces attention, is proved to be an Atom [—so that no more 
than one thing at one time can pass through it to the Soul] ; 
and the Soul, as it conduces to perception, has magnitude, 
[—otherwise any perceptible impression on it were impos- 
sible] ;—such is the import.* 


6. But then [some one may say],—let the perception of Colour, 
&c., require an instrument [as the eye, &c.], but not so the 
[non-sensuous | perception of Pleasure, &c. In like manner, 
though other Atoms transcend perception, the Mind may be 
perceptible [with its impressions] ;—to which he replies :—tf 


नियमश्च निरनुमानः ॥ ९. ८॥ 


~~~, 








[ता ent ५ 


* यदि मनसे ज्ञत्वं तदा व्यासङ्गाद्युपपादनाय कर- 
णान्नरमवश्यं ast! तथाचेके ज्ञाता ज्ञानसाधनच्कं 
fagi मन आत्मास्ति dard किञ्च व्यासङ्गा- 
पपाटकतया मनसे ऽषुतं॑सिदमात्मनश्च प्र्य्तोपपा- 
दकतया मदक्वमिति भेद आवश्यक इर्ति भावः। 


† ननु रूपादिप्रत्यत्तं सकरणकमनस्तु न तु सुखादि प्रतयशचं ॥ 


एवं परमाणवन्तरस्यातो दियत्वे ऽपि मनसः nent स्यार. 
जाइ ॥ 


^" 
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This reiterated. 200. 18.—And such an arrangement i¢ un- 
supported ky argument. 


a. The sort of arrangement, which you have alleged, is ‘ un- 
supported by argument,’ i. e., it has no evidence ;—because it is 
cumbrous (the argumentum ab ineonvenienti], and because, if the 
contrary be asserted, there is nothing to decide the question.* 


8, Here ends the section on the differentness of Mindt [from 
Soul]. 


c. Though Soul have thus been proved to be ‘different from 
Body, &c.,—still, but for its being eternal, no one would strive as 
desirous of the next world. Therefore we have an aphorism to 
set forth the eternity of the Soul.t 


~~ oe eee aa 1) 1 १) १ ५४ 


SECTION V. 
On tHe Sovun’s HAVING NEITHER BEGINNING NOR ENB. 
पवेभ्यलस्ृत्यनुबन्धाव्नातस्य CHAT 
सम्प्रतिपन्तेः ॥ ९.९ ॥ 


Proof of the Aph. 19.—Because joy, fear, and grief, arise 
soul’s eternity. : : ‘ ‘ 

to him that is born, through relation to his me- 
mory of things previously experienced. 


* war नियमविशेषो निरनुमानः निष्युमाणकः ac 
वादैपरीत्येच विनिगमकाभावाच्ेति ara: | 

† wan मनेभेद प्रकरणम्‌ | 

‡ एवं साधिते (पि रेहादिभिन्र आत्मनि विना तत्रि 
mat न परलाकायिनः प्ररत्तिरत आत्यनित्यतापरतिफ- 


दनाय AAA । 


BOOK इक. 45. ie 


a. To ‘him that is born, i, e., to a child,—the causes of joy, 
&c., in this birth, not even having as,yet been experienced by 
him,—there ‘ arise,’ 1. e., there spring up, joy, &. ,—{ evidenced, e. 
g., by smiles,—and we conclude that the child must have existed 
in previous lives,} because this can only be through relation to 
. memory dependent on successively antecedent cases of conscious- 
ness. And since thus the soul—of the time being—is proved to 
have existed during sucgessively antecedent times, it can have 
had no beginning ; and of an entity that had no beginning there 
is no destruction ;—thus its eternity is demonstrated :—such is 
the import.* 


¢, How he ponders a doubt.t 


पद्मादिषु प्रनोधसम्भोलनविकारवत्तद्दिकारः ॥ Ro | 


A conjecture Aph, 20.—His |i. ९., the child’s] changes [of 
about infants. * li 

countenance, says some ००९, ] are like the changes, 
of expanding and closing up again, in lotuses, &c. 


a. The joy, &c., of the child, are inferred from the expanding, 
&c., of his countenance; and this [—-viz., that the inference 
should be altogether demonstrative,| is impossible, becausc this 
[expansion, &c.,] occurs just through the force of some peculiar 


म जा ० eta 


* जातस्य बालस्य एतच्जन्माननुभूतेश्वपि इधादि तुषु 
सतर इधाटौनां सम्परतित्तिः। उत्यत्तिलस्याः पु्पुवानभवा- 
धीनस्पृतिसस्बन्धादेव सम्भवात्‌ | इत्थज्चेदानोन्तनसखयाक्षनः 
पवैपुवैसिद्धो तस्यानदिलमनारेश्च भावस्य न नाश दति 
नित्यत्वसिद्धिरिति भावः। 


† अनर Ted | 
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unseen [influence], just as in the case of the expansion, &c., of 
lotuses, and the tre :—snohis the import.* 


९. The aphorism conveying the tenet.t+ 


नेएष्णशीतवषाकालनिमिन्लां त्‌ पच्चात्मक- 
विकाराणाम्‌ ॥ २९ ॥। 


ee not A ph, 21.—Nay, because the changes in things 
+ that consist [barely] of the five [elements], are 
caused by heat, cold, rain, and season. 


a. What was alleged [in §20} is not proper; because those 
changes which take place ‘in things that consist of the five,’ i.e., 
in things that are made up of [nothing besides] the five elements, 
as lotuses and the like, arc caused by warm weather, &c:—but 
the expansions of the face, &c., of men, &c., arc caused by joy, 
&c. ;—-so that there is no similarity [bctween the two cases} :— 
such is the import.t 

b. He states another argument for the eternity of soul.§ 


ण tnamameeeArane Amy 





Ln त 1 ad tenlennee. 





ets met ~~ --------- 


* बालस्य दधेाटयो मुखविकासाद्यनुमेया न च तत्सम्भवः 
पद्यादौनां प्रनोधादिवददृष्टविशेषाधौनक्रियावशाटेव तदू- 
पपन्नेरिति भावः॥ 

† सिडान्तखचम्‌। 

{SHA aa यतः पन्चात्मकानां पाञ्चभतिकानां 
पद्मादीनां ये विकारालेषां उष्णकालादिनिमिन्तत्वात्‌ | 
मनुष्यादीनान्तु दषेादिनिमित्तका मुखविकासादय इति न 
Tafa भावः ॥ 

§ आत्मनित्यत हेलन्तरमाद ॥ 


BOOK उत. 5. (| 


प्रेधाहाराभ्यासकछतात्‌ लन्याभिलाधात्‌ ॥ २९ 


Another त 4028. 22.—Because of the desire for milk 
0 caused, by the practice of eating it, in one 


. that has [been born after having] died. 


a. ° After having died,’ i. €. of one who, having died, has just 
been born, the desire for thilk is, in short, produced by the practice 
of eating it ;—-for the child applies itself to drinking the breast 
through the remembrance of there being the means of gratifying 
the desire,—this [remembrance] being dependent on the impres- 
sion awakened by the soul’s deserts, [and the impression being] 
generated by the knowledge, pertaining to eating in a previous 
life, of there being [e. g., in the bfeast] the means of supplying 
the thing desired. Therefore it [the soul] is eternal :* [because 
the same consideration which convinces us that the soul existed 
at least once before the present life, proves equally that it existed 
at least once before that antecedent life,—and so on without 
end |. 


&. He ponders a doubt.t 
अयसे ऽयस्कान्ताभिगमनवत्तद्‌ पसपेणम्‌ ॥ २ २ ॥ 


Another conjecture about Aph, 23.—Like the approach of the 
infants. $ 

iron to the loadstone [suggests some one,] 
is the approach of him, [i.e., of the new-born child to the 
breast]. 


* प्रेत्य खत्वा जातमाजस्य यः warfare: स तावदा- 
शाराभ्यासजनमितः ज्न्मानरोणादहारषटसाधनताधीनताधीः 
जन्यजोवनादटोदाधितसंसकाराधीनेष्टसाधनतास्रणेने fe 
बाखः सनपाने प्रवर्तेते इत्यनादिलमिति ॥ 

† शङ्कते । 
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a. As the iron, in the vicinity of the loadstone, goes towards 
the loadstone, exactly so does the child also go towards the 
breast ;—but this is no gesture resulting from an effort [of voli- 
tion] dependent on the knowledge that this is the means of at- 
taining what is wished :—such is,the meaning.* 


®, He clears up this.t 
नान्यब प्रटस्यभावात्‌॥ ९४ । 


Difference between an infant A ph. 24.—Nay, for there is no [vo- 
wud a pieve of tran, 
luntary] effort in the cther. 


< For there is no effort ‘in the other,’ i. e., in the iron. For 
voluntary effort is inferred from gestures [obviously directed to- 
wards some desirable end], but the token [from which we may 
infer voluntary effort] is not mere motion :—therefore there is no 
undue extension (of the argument, from the case of the child to 
the case of the iron] :— such is the import. 


& He states another argument.§ 
वीतरागजन्माद TATA ॥ २५५ 


Another argument for the Aph, 25.—Because we see nothing 
eternity of the soul. . 
born devoid of desire. 


* चथायस्कान्तसश्रिदितस्यायसा ऽयकतान्ाभिरभुखतया 
मननं तयेव Taha सनोापसपेषं नविष्टसाधनताद्राना- 
श्मोनप्ररजिनन्यचेरेयमित्यथेः । 

+ असाशन्ते\ 

‡ ऋ्न अयसि प्रडत्यभादात्‌ , प्ररत चेटानुभिता 
fag a तु क्रियामाजमतेः न व्यभिचार ofa ara: । 

§ Vance ॥ 





nook Hh we. ve 


a. One ‘devoid of desire,’ i. €, in short empty of desires, 
does not arise,—but on the contrary [évery creature that is bora 
is] possessed of desires ; and therefore the reason (for the desire 
exhibited,] is remembrance dependent on the knowledge, belongs 
ing to a previous life, of the power of supplying the desire ;—sd, 
a little way back, the desire of milk was instanced, but now it is 
desire simply [that is spoken of—], common to the inclination 
for eating grain, &c., in the case of birds, &c.; so that this is not 
an instance of tautology.* 


6. He ponders a doubt. 
सगुण द्र्योत्पत्तिवन्तदुत्यत्तिः ॥ २.९ ॥ 


॥ 
A १5 respecting the Aph, @6.—It arises [says same one,] 
ers just as a thing with quahties arises. 


a, Asa ‘thing,’ 1. e., a jar, or the like, ‘with qualities, i. ©, 
distinguished by colour, &c.,—as a jar, or the hke, 1s just of itself 
coloured, &c., —just so the soul also, of itself, is possessed of 
desires ; so that there is no occasion for thy arguments [to prove 
how it comes to be possessed of desires} :—such is the :mport.t 


+ वीतरागो राग शृन्यस्ता वभ्नोत्पद्यते अपितु सरांगन्तेन 
च जन्मान्तरोयेटसाघधनताज्ञानाधोनस्ररणं हेतुरिति पु 
सन्याभिलाष wa: सम्प्रति तु पतगाटीनां कणादिभक्- 
णाभिलाषसाधारणं रागमाजमित्यपेनरक्रयम्‌॥ 

+ शङ्कते ॥ 

‡ दरगयस्य asian सगुणस्य रूपादिषिर्चिशव्योत 
fare घटादिः खत एव क्पादिमास्मवति तैका्मापि 


खत एवं सरागे भवतीत्थप्रयोजकंणं लदोयरेतृनर्मिति 
भावः | 
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४. He clears up this, 


a सद्धल्पमिमिन्तलाद्रागादोनाम्‌ ॥ २७॥ 
How desires arise Aph. 27.—Not 80, because desire, &c., are 
én the soul. : 
caused by judgment. 


‘Judgment,’ i. e., knowledge ;—in short, the knowledge that 
something can effect what is desired. For desire, &., are caused 
by this,t [—and knowledge, in a new-born child, implies its ac- 
quisition in a previous life] 


४. Here ends the section on the [soul’s] want of a beginning 
and of an €. 


c. The examination of Body. having presented itself in its turn, 
some say that the Body, of men, &c., is composed of the five 
Elements. In regard to that, here is an aphorism conveying our 


tenet.§ 


त म न सक ~ ~ ^ sted 


SECTION VI. 


Tur BODY CONSIDERED. 


प्ाथिवं गुणान्तरोपलब्धेः ॥ ९८॥ 





hla bony paced to Aph. 28.—It [the Body] is earthy, because 
४ the special qualities [of earth] are found [in 
the Body}. 
~ 
* Gatti li 


† agen क्ञानमिष्टसाधनतान्नानं इति यावत्‌। afi 
मित्ता fe रागादयः। 

‡ समाप्रमनादिनिधनप्रकरणम्‌ | 

§ maT शरौरपरीौश्चणे मानुषादि शरौरं प्राश्वमैति- 
कमित्थेके तज सिदधान्तद्जम्‌ ॥ 


=> i 


र 


BOOK iff. 66. श, 


a. The Body, of men and others, is ‘earthy,’ i. 8, hag Earth 
as its substantial cause, because there ere found in it the ‘ special 
qualities,’ as Smell, Black and other colour, Hardness, &c.* 


b. Here is a set of three aphorisms, to set forth another view.t 
पायिबाप्यतेजसं तदुोपलब्धेः ॥ Ret 
निश्रासेच्छाखोपलम्भेशचातुंभतिकम्‌ ॥ ३ ° 
 गम्बकञेदपाकव्यहावकाशदानेभ्यः TE. 
भोतिकम्‌ ॥ ३९. ॥ 


Various opinions about Aph. 90.—It is earthy, watery, and 
the Body. 5 
fiery, [says some 016, | because the qualities 


of these are found [in the body]. 


Aph. 30.—It consists of four of the elements, [1. e,, of air, in 
addition to the preceding three,] because {says another,] we find 
[in it] inspiration and expiration. 


Aph. 31.—It consists of all the five elements, [says another,] 
because there is smell [which belongs to earth], moisture [which 
belongs to water], digestive warmth [which belongs to firg], 
breathing [which belongs to airj, and the furnishing of room, 


{which belongs to space, or Ether]. 


a. These opinions, as being contemptible, are not [honoured 
by being] refuted by the author of the aphorisms.{ 


* मानुषादिशरीरुं पार्थिवं एयिबोसमवायिकारणकं 
MMA गम्भनीलादि रूपकारिन्यादे रुपलम्धेरिति ॥ 
tT जतान्तराभिधानाय Fret । 
‡ शवानि मतानि aaa तुच्छतवान्न दूषितानि ॥ 








1 । THE NYAYA APHORISMS “OF GAUTAMA. 


' 8, He states another argument for its consisting of éarth.* 


शुतिप्रामाण्याच्च ॥ ३२॥ 


decor to scripture the ¢, 32.—And [th i 
sy aa ^ Ap nd [the body consists of 
earth,| because scripture is the authority. 


a. Here ends the section on the examination of Body.t+ 


8, Now Sense is to be examined. In regard to this, in order 
to examine what is stated in the aphorism of the definition [B. I, 
§12], that the senses are formed of the Elements, he mentions 
a doubt.t 


PALIN IN, th, nit Ia ttt, जे कि 08 PIN LN I, tls, 2m, om, 


~ 





SECTION VII. 


THE EXAMINATION OF THE SENSES. 
कछष्णसारे सत्युपलम्भाह्ातिरिच्य चापल- 
ATAU ॥ २ ३॥ 


Question as to what is to Aph. 33.—There is a doubt [as to 
+. what is to get the name of the, Sense], 
because, when there is the pupil of the eye, there is the percep- 
tion [of the object], and because there is the perception separate. 
ly [from the pupil of the eye]. 

a. When there is the ‘ pupil,’ 1. e., the ball of the eye, since a 
jar, &c., is perceived, the eye-ball is the sense,—says the Bauddha. 
Others say that they [the senses] are other than the eye-ball, be- 
cause ‘there is perception,’ i. e., because perception is produced, 

क 3 


* पार्थिव युक्यन्तरमा इ tt 

† ward शरौरपरोक्ताप्रकरणम्‌॥ 

‡ अयेन््रियं परो्तणौीयं तच लक्षणष्मेक्तमतिरकलव- 
मिदधियाणां ocifaa संशयमा । 


BOOK MIL. 47. ॐ 


‘separately,’——i. 6» [the sense,—but certainly not the eye. ball,—} 
having reached [or come into contact with] the object, In regard 
to this point there is the doubt whether the sinuses be other than 
the eye-balls [&c.] or not. The Naiyéyikas, &c., hold that they 
are other than the eye-balls [&c.]. In regard to this point, also, 
the Sankhyas [—see Tattwa-Samdsa, §54—] hold that they con- 
sist not of the Elements, but of Consciousness (ahankdra) : and 
others that they consist, of the Elements.* 


6. In regard to this, combating the Bauddha opinion by 
means of the Sénkhya opinion, he says.t— 


मडदणुग्रइणात्‌॥ RB tt 


beaks eye-ball és 42. 34. दए reason of the apprehension 
+. of the great and the small. 


a. The eye-ball is not the sense, for then it [—viz., the cha- 
racter of a sense—] would unduly extend to the [impossible] case 
of,something that acts where it is not present. And thus [what 
some say, viz.,] “we must say that it [the sense] is something 
ether than the eye-ball, and formed of some Element,”—-that also 
is incongruous,—because, by the eye, what has little bulk and 
what has great bulk is apprehended, and what is large cannot be 
embraced by what is small [like the eye itself, or like the visual 


[०10 


 * RUM we सति घटाष्युपलम्भाहेलकय्ये- 
न्द्रियलमिति बोडः। व्यतिरिच्य विषयं प्राप्य पलम्भात्‌ 
उपलम्भजननाद्गालकातिरिक्तानोत्यपर। तज इद्रियाणि 
मेलक्षातिरि क्तानि नृति संचयः । भेालकातिरिक्तानीति 
मेयायिकादयः। तचाप्यभेतिकान्यादङ्ारिकाीति ai- 
wnt भालिक्रानीत्यपरे | 

† तज लांश्यमतेन बेद्मतम्‌ द्यत्र | 
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ray which some allege as the sense of sight}, nor, without being 
embraced [in its full extent,] can any thing be apprehended ; 
therefore [concludes the Sénkhya,] the Senses, not consisting of 
the Elements, consist of Consciousness.* 


९. He refutes the Sankhya.t 
रश््यथेसत्रिकषेत्दर णम्‌ ॥ ३१ । 


The Nyéya theory 407. 35.—It is by the contact of the ray 
+^ ^+ and the object that it is apprehended. 


a. The [visual] ‘ray’ is light contained in the eye-ball. From 
the peculiar ‘contact,’ i. e., a kind of conjunction, which takes 
place between this light and the ‘ object,’ as a jar, or the like, the 
apprehension of the great and of the small is produced. We see 
that the power of manifesting both what is great and what is 
small belongs to something formed of the Elements, as a lamp, 
or the like; but if it [the sense] were not formed of the Elements 
[it would not be obstructed by the Elements, and] we should 
perceive all things, whether placed in front or behind. 


काना ००७००१० ००००५०००४५५० 


* गोलकं thea अप्राप्यकारिले ऽतिप्रसङ्ात्‌। Srey 
गेलकातिरिक्तं भोतिक्रमिति वाच्यं तदप्यसंङ्गतं चकषुषा 
fe न्युनपरिमाणं मदत्परिमाणच्च Tad नच न्युनेन मतो 
व्यापनं सम्भवति नवाव्याप्यय्दणमतेा ऽभातिकानीन्द्या- 
यादङ्ारिकाणीति। 

† ate निरस्यति । 

‡ रभ्मिगीलकावच्छिघ्रं तेजः तेजा sera water 
सन्निकषेिशेषः संयागविशेषलसमात्‌ मददप्वोेडणम्‌- 
पपद्यते । भोतिके {पि प्रदीपादौ मदणुप्रकाशकलं ee 
अभेतिकत्वे तु पुरःपश्चादनिनां सर्वेषामेव प्रदः खात्‌ ॥ 


BOOK Il. §7. 25 
%. The Bauddha suspects that this luminous organ of vision is 
disproved by its not being perceived.*% 
vO 
तदनुपलम्पेरदेतुः॥ ३६ । 


Aph, 36.—This is not the cause, [says 
the Bauddha,] because we perceive no such 
thing. 


The theory questioned. 


a. Contact of a ray with the object is not the cause [of vision], 
because we perceive no ray in addition to the eye-ball.t 


6. He clears up this.t 
नानुमोयमानस्य प्रयते ऽनुपरलथ्धिर- 


क 
मावतु! ॥ Fok 
Aph. 37.—That we do not apprehend it per- 
ceptively, is no proof of the non-existence of what 
we infer. 


Reply to this. 


a. That is to say, our not apprehending it perceptively does 
not ascertain the non-existence of what we infer from such a 
consideration as this, that the perception of Colour implics some 
instrument§ [by which the eye establishes a communication with 
the object]. 


* तेजसे चक्ष्यनुपलब्धिबाधं are: शङ्कते । 

† रश्म्यथेसन्निकर्थौ न इतुगेलकातिरिक्तसख रश्मेरन्‌- 
पलमभेः | 

+ समाधत्ते॥ 

$ Saree: सकरणकलवादिनानुमौयमानखख प्र्यच्ते, 
STATA AAMT ATT ॥ 
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४. How then is it [the visual ray} not perceived? To this "he 
replies.* 


दर्यमण धमेभेदाचोपलब्थिनियमः॥ ३८॥ 


Aph. 38.—And perception depends up- 
८०१०५८४ sibility. 

1. on the sort of character of the subject and 
of its qualities. 


a. By the sort of character of the subject is meant magnitude, 
&c.; the sort of character of the quality is obvrousness :—since 
perception is dependent on this, there is no rule that a substance, 
simply as such, shall be perceived. That in which there is obvi- 
ous colour, and magnitude, &c., is perceived ;—from the absence 
thereof, the organ of sight, &es, are not perceived.t 


6. Whence is there really not obvious colour in the organ of 
sight, &c.? With reference to this dgubt the Bhdshya says.—} 


क्मेकारितशचेन्भियाणणं are: पुरुषायेतन्तुः। ३९ ॥ 


+ Aph 39.—And the arrangement of the 
o need that the senses : : 
should have been visible. senses, occasioned by [man’s] works, is sub- 
servient to the purposes of man. 


a, The ‘ arrangement,’ i. e., the peculiar structure, of the senses, 

dependent on certain deserts [in the person who is perfectly or 
पि ° * ° + f 

imperfectly furnished with them], is a means of enjoyment [and 


~ ~~ ~~ ~= 





* कथं तदि नोापलग्य इत्यत आड ॥ 

† द्र्धस्य धमेभेदो मदत्वादि गुणस्य घमेभेद द्भूतलं। 
तदधीनत्वात्‌ प्रत्यचस्य gaara sowie नियमः | 
यजेङ्भतरूपमदच्वादि कं तस्य was तद भावाचन्तुराटेर- 
"र्यन्यम्‌ ॥ 

‡ चच्चुरादावुद्धतरूपमेव न कुत इत्याशङ्कायां भाष्यम्‌। 
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not an object of observation]. Some say that this is really an 
aphorism,* (while others hold that it ia a clause of the Badshya}, 


4. He statcs an instance of [even] a large coloured objcet’s 
being imperceptible.t 


मथ्यन्दिनेल्काप्रकाशानुपलय्थिवन्तद नुपलस्थिः ॥ # ० । 


१ Aph. 40.—It is not perceived, 
vision should be imperceptible, just asthe light of a firebrand at 


mid-day is not perceived. 


a. As the light of a large firebrand, [though] possessing colour, 
by being overpowered by the light of the sun, is not perceived at 
midday, {much more] the organ of vision also, since it is not 
possessed of obvious colour, may ‘hot be perceived :—such is the 
11110011. 

6. But then, that way, [some one may say,] ajar, or the like, 
also may have a ray, which, again, is not perceived in conse- 
quence of its being overpowered by the light ofthe sun. To this 
he replies.6— 


न राचावप्यनुपलब्धेः ॥ BX 





[7 ete ARTIS ery nents a ne endl 


* अदणविशेषाधीन इद्धियाणां ser रबनाविशेष 
खपभोगसाधन्मिति | लचमेवेदमिति केचित्‌। 

{ मते रूपवते AIST दटान्तमाईइ ॥ 

‡ महते रूपवतश्चोल्काप्रकाशस्य शरालाकेनाभिभवा- 
मध्यन्दिने ऽनुपलग्धुविदन्‌द तरू पवच्वाचक्षुमेा AAT Tal: 
सम्भवतीति भावः । 

§ नन्वेवं घटादेरपि cia स्याच्छारालाकेनएभिभक- 
ATS TATE । 
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e 
a8 । Aph. 41,—Nay, because even in the 
An objection to the vial aut this is not perceived. (See §44.] 

a, After ‘ nay.’ supply “ [nor] is there any ray in a jar, or the 
like.”’* 

8. But then what is the proof of thi that it is from its want 
of obvious colour that the organ of vision is not perceived, and 
not from its being overpowered—[like, the firebrand at $40]? 
To this doubt of some indifferent person he replies.—t 


बादप्रकाशानुग्रहाद्धिषयेपलब्धेरनभिव्यक्तिते 
ऽन॒पलयििः ॥ ४२॥ 


Invisibility of the Aph. 42.—-It is not perceived in conse- 
visual ray whence. ५ 

quence of its unobviousness, because an object 
is perceived through the aid of external light. 


a. In consequence of ‘ unobviousriess,’ 1. e., in consequence 
of the non-possession of obvious colour, the organ of vision is not 
perceived :—why ?—because an object is perceived ‘through the 
aid of external light,’ 1, e.. with the aid of the hght of the sun, 
or the like. If it possessed obvious colour, it would need no 
external light, [being itself of the nature of light ;] and if it were 
overpowered, then even therewith there would be no perception 
produced, because what is overpowered can effect nothing :-~such 
is the import. : 

5. But then [some one may say], it is not the organ of sight, 
but the colour thereof, that 1s overpowered,—and there is no 


[रि 


* नेत्यस्य Seater रश्मिरिति शेषः। 

† नन्वनुदूतङ्पतलाच्चुषेा {नुपलम्िनेलमिभवादित्थन 
fa विनिगमकमिति तरस्थाशङ्ायामा ॥ 
` ‡ अनभिव्यक्त (नद्ूतरूपवच्वाच्चचुभे <नुषलब्थः। 
SA | बाद्यप्रकाशानुग्रहा। शरालेकादिसाददित्धादि- 
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proof that it is this [colour] that generates.perception. Moreover, 
this itself is not perceived, through its being overpowered, and 
there is nothing contradictory in the perception of other things’ 
taking place :—to which doubt he replies.*— 


; अभिव्यक्तौ चाभिभवात्‌॥ ४ ३॥ 


Only the manifest Aph, 43.—And [it is not through its being 
can become hidden. ; $ 
overpowered that the organ of sight is not 
perceived,] because there is overpowering [only] where there is 
(—in the absence of the overpowering cause—] manifestation. 


a. Where, of colour, there is ‘ manifestation,’ i. €. percep- 
tion,—obyiousness, in short. For, where something that possesses 
obvious colour is not perceived, we conjecture that it is over- 
powered ; but this is not the case on the present instance.t 

6. He states another proof of [there being such] an organ of 
sight. ; 
न त्तच्चरर भ्मिद शेना ॥ ४४। 

Aph. 44,--And because we see the [visual] 


The visual ra . 
॥ ray of nocturnal animals. 


where discerazble. 
a. Of ‘nocturnal animals,’ cats, and the like, since we sec the 


षयापलब्धेः। AM FARTS बा ्प्रकाशपंच्ञा न स्यात्‌। 
अभिभूतत्ेच तन्मा द्दित्येनापि प्रत्यत्चजननं न स्यादभिभूतस् 
कायाक्तमत्वादिति भावः 

* नन्‌ चन्तृषा नाभिभवः किन्तु तद्रपस्य तसय च प्रत्यश्च- 
जनकत्वे मानाभावः किच्चाभिभवात्‌ ge न waafa 
तरप्रत्यश्ञजनने च विग्योधाभाव इत्या शङ्ायामाइ ॥ 

† रूपस्य अभिध्यक्त प्रधत्ते sara इति यावत्‌। Sz 
तरूपस्य प्र्यच्चाभाव दयभिभवकल्यना म तेवं प्रते । 


‡ Tole WATUTATATE । 
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ray in the eye-ball,—by this example we infer the ray in the 
ease of others also ; such is the import :—otherwise, in the dark, 
this could not be seen:—such is the heart* {or force of the 
argument]. 

6. He ponders the doubt whether the [supposed] organ of sight 
must not act where it is not present.f 


अप्राप्यग्रहणं काचाभ्रपरलस्परिकान्तरिते- 


पलस्धेः ।॥ ४५॥ 


Whether the sight appre- 400. alm : 
bends what tt 1 (अ क भ 0 

[—says some one—] of what is not 
reached [by the supposed visual organ], because we perceive that 
which is divided from us by glzss, talc, a film, or crystal 


a. He clears up this.t 
कद्धान्तरितानुपलब्धेर प्रतिषेधः ॥ ४ ६॥ 


Sight is interrupted Aph, 46.—This is no objection [to our 
by opagne bodies फः ४ 
theory of vision], because we’do not perceive 


what is divided from us by a wall. 


a, The luminons nature [of the organ of vision] is established 
by the example of the lamp, inasmuch as it reveals what is divid- 
ed from us by glass, and the like. But then how should it not 
be something that acts where it is not ?—To this he replies “by a 
wall,’ &c. You cannot disprove the alleged luminous nature [of 
the visual organ,| by arguing that it consists of the eye-ball, be- 


[त त Mit intnlhhnenmmpsen oan rE HM RRA en 


* नत्तज्वराणां उष्टं शादीनां wea रभ्मिद शेनात्‌ 
दृष्टान्तेन परेषामपि रभ्म्यनमानमिति मावः अन्यथा 
तमसि ay wae न स्थादिति हदयम्‌ ॥ 

† अप्राप्यकारिं चक्षुषः स्यादित्याशङ्कते । 

‡ समाधने। 


भ qesiac: Spates: 1 वा Sey 
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cause it doves not perceive what is divided off by a wall,* [-—-and 
neither does a lamp reveal this,—thou$h the Jamp be unques- 
tionably luminous]. 


6. But then, as it cannot be in contact with what is divided 
from it by a wall, so also [neither can it be in contact] with what 
` is dfvided from it by a glass ;—so how can it be said [in the lat- 
ter case] to be acting upon what it has reached? In regard to 
this doubt he says.t— ` 


aufaatatafanarapa ॥ ४ ७ ॥ 


। | 802. 47.—Contact takes place because 
Sight not interrupted by ; . 
transparent bodies. there is no obstruction. 


a. That is to say, contact does ‘take place, because, by the 
glass, or the like, which is a clear substance, there is no ^ obstruc- 
tion,’ 1. €.) no hindrance.{ 


¢. He states an example of this.§ 


आदित्यरभ्मेः स्फरिकन्तरिते ofa eta 
____ विघातात्‌॥४८॥ 


०००० ene 
नान satteatan 


* प्रटोपदृ्ान्तेन काचाद्यन्तरितप्रकाशकत्वेन तैजसत्वं 
fagaifa नन्वप्राप्यकारिलं किन सादबाडइ कुड्येति। 
क्तस्य तेजसलत्वस्य प्रतिषेधो गोालकात्मकत्वं न सम्भवति 
कडपान्तरि तस्यानु पलब्धेरिति ॥ 

† ननु कुयान्तरित इव काचान्तरिते $पि afar न 
सम्भवतोति कथं प्राप्यङ्नारित्लमित्या शङ्ायामाद ॥ 

‡ काचादिना खच्छटूव्येणाप्रतिषाताद प्रतिबग्ा्त्निकञे 
डपपद्यत इति भावः। 

§ तच SSTHATS I 
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The sun’s rays where Aph, 48.—Because a ray of the sun is 
uninterrupted, . । 

_ not frevented from reaching something that 
is to be burned, though crystal be interposed. 


a. ‘Something that is to be burned’ stands further for any- 
thing in general. But others say that this refers to the non pre- 
vention of fire, &c., from reaching the bowl-shaped half, which is 
to be baked, of a jar, or the like,* [even through opaque sub- 


stances]. 
8. Some one objects.t— 
नेलरोतरधर्मप्रसङ्गत्‌ ॥ ४९ । 


Aph. 49.—Nay [says some one,|]—because the 


An objection. = i 
n objection property of the ore presents itself in the other. 


a. It is not right to say that there is no prevention; because 
in the one, 1. e., in the crystal, or the like, there presents itself 
the property, viz, prevention ‘which is that of the other,’ 1. €.) 
of the wall, &. That is to say, crystal, and the like, must ob- 
struct just as a wall १०९8. 


b, He clears up this. § 
खद शादटकयोाः WaTsaralarsd weafaz- 
वत्त पलब्धिः ॥ ५०॥ 
* arg इति वसुमाचोपलच्णं। परे तु टाद्ये कपा- 
लाद वद्धादेरविघातपरं तदित्याद्ः ॥ 
† आओआचिपति॥ 
‡ प्रतिघाते न युक्तं दतर स्फटिकादेरितरख् कुया- 
दयी wa: प्रतिषातकलं तत्मसङ्गत्‌। स्फरिकादिकमपि 
 कयादिवत्मतिबम्धकं भवेदित्यथेः ॥ 
§ समाधन्ते। 





| ००० ०५०५१०१० ०4 ~~ 
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Aph. 60.—The perception thereof is as 
the perception of a form, in a mirror, or in 
water, through the possession of the nature of clearness. 


Reply to the objection. 


a. In a mirror, and in water, ‘through the possession of the 
_ nature of clearness,’ i. e., through the being possessed of a clear 
nattire, the form of the face, or the like, is perceived,—-but not 
in a wall, or the like ;—in like manner, what has crystal, or the 
hke, interposed, is perceived ; but not what has a wall, or the 
like, interposed y—and there is no fault to find here, because it 
is from the nature of things. By this we debar the objection, 
that, as fire, &c., is not stopped by a jar, or the like, the sight 
also ought not to be stopped [by the same]; because, though a 
thing may not stop fire (or heat], it is [by the nature of things,] 
possible it may intercept it {sight,] as it does the light of a lamp, 
or the like :—such is the import.* 


6. What proof is there in support of the hypothesis that the 
organ of vision is such [as has been here set forth]? To this 
he replies.t— 


दृष्टानुमितानां fe नियोग प्रतिषेधानृपपत्तिः ॥ ५९ ॥ 


Hypotheses must accommo- Aph. 51.—For neither injunctions 
date themselves to facts. 1 : 
nor prohibitions can be imposed on ob- 


ज म १०४०१०५ १५१०१०५१ १०.५ Seaman [1 mane eee ~ 1 ~~~ AR ति त 11 


* आदे उदके च प्रसादखाभाव्यात्खच्छखभावलात्‌ 
मुखादिरूपोापलब्धिने तु भित्यादावेवं स्फारिकाद्यन्तरित- 
स्यापलय्थिनेतु कयाद्यन्तरि तस्येति खाभाव्यान्र दोषः। एते 
न बद्यादेषेटादिनाप्रतिषातवचन्तुषो ऽपि प्रतिघाता न 
सादिति प्रत्युक्तं वद्याद्यप्रतिबम्धे ऽपि दौपालाकादेः प्रति. 
बभ्नवत्त्सम्भवादिति wa At 

† च्ुषसताहशत्वकल्पने fat मानमित्यचाइ ॥ 
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served facts, or on inferences [legitimately derived from rightly 
observed facts]. 

a. ‘For, i. e., because :—of things seen and inferred,—or the 
meaning is—of things inferred from what has been seen :—in 
the case of these, the injunction “It shall be thus,” or the pro- 
hibition “It shall not be thus,’’ is nothing to the purpose ;—for 
- conjecture must defer to facts :—such is the import.* 


¢. Here ends the scction on the examination of the senses.f 


८. The expressions [as at §1] “through both Sight and 
Touch,” &c., are to the purpose, ध the senses be several; so, to 
supply a basis for this, the plurality of the senses has to be ex- 
amined :—in regard to this he states a doubt. 


+ ~ 


SECTION शत्रा. 


THAT THERE ARE MORE SENSES TIAN ONE. 
स्थानान्यते नानाल्वादवयविनानास्थानलाचं 
संशयः ॥ ५२॥ 


Whether the senses be Aph. 52.—Since there is plurality where 
more ihan one. : = ॐ : 
there is a diversity of place, and since what 





* हि यस््मात्‌। दृष्टानामनुमितानां वा पदाथानां दष्ट 
नानुमितानामिति are; | तेलामेदं भवितेति नियाग एव 
मा भवितेति प्रतिषेधा वा नोपपद्यते। युक्गयनुसारिणी 
fe कल्पनेति भावः। 

† समाप्रमिद्धियपरोचाप्रकरणम्‌॥ 

+ दशेनस्पशेनाभ्या मित्यादि किन्दियनानातवे युज्यते 
द्ुपोद्धातेनेनद्दियनानात्वं whats तज सं शयमाइ t 


e ५ 
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is made up of parts has several places, there is a doubt, (suggests 
some one, whether Sense be one or many]. 


a. ‘ Where there is a diversity of place,’ i. e., where there are 
different places, as in the case of jars, webs, &c., since we ob- 
serge a plurality; and since we see the unity of a whole which 
consists of many parts; there is a doubt whether plurality be- 
longs to the senses, or unity.* 


6, An aphorism conveying a primé facie view.T 


त्गव्यतिरेकात्‌ ॥ ५३॥ 


Whether all the senses be Aph. 53.—The Touch,—because no- 


modifications of Touch. 
vf of where absvunt. 


a. Let the Touch be the sole sense ; ‘ because nowhere absent,’ 
i. e., because of its really’existing in all the situations of the 
senses.t [Compare Sir Wm. IIamilton’s allusion, Reid’s Works 
p. 104, to the shrewd conjecture of Democritus, that all the 
senses are only modifications of touch.] 


b. He replies.§ 


न युगपदथानुपलग्पेः ॥ ५४॥ 
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* Marae Wave घटपरादोना नानाल्दशनाघ्ना- 
नावयवस्थितस्यावयविन एकलट शेना इ द्धियाणां माना- 
त्वमे कत्वं वेति सं शयः | 

+ पृवेपन्चखतम्‌॥, 

‡ सर्वच्विद्रियप्रदे शेव्वव्यतिरेकात्‌ स्वाच्वगेषैकमिद्रि- 
थमस्तु tt 

§ उन्तरयति। 
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Aphk. 54.—Not so, because ०0166468 are 


- t © * ९ 
Why they cannot be so not A4pprehended simultaneously. 


a, Since ‘ objects,’ i. e., Odours, Colours, &c., are not appre- 
hended ‘simultaneously,’ i. €.) at one and the same time, the 
Touch is not the sole organ of sense; otherwise, since it, per- 
vades (the whole body], at the time of visual perception, or the 
like, there must also be olfactory, &c.: such is the import.* 


6. He states the diversity of their effects as a proof of the 
plurality of the senses.+ 


इन्द्रियायेपच्डलात्‌ ॥ ५५ ॥ 


Anh. 55.—Since the objects of the senses 


The senses must be five. 
fi are five, | 


a, Since the ‘ objects of the senses,’ 1. e., Colour, &c., which 
are apprehended by the senscs, ‘ are five,’ i. ©.; are of five sorts. 
For Colour, &c., are heterogencous, because they are apprchend- 
ed only by the senses, sight, &c., severally ; and this could not 
be the case, on the supposition of there being but one sense :— 
and we should find blind men, &c., [were that the case—] ap- 
prehending Colour, &c. :—such is the import. 


भतम ०५८५७००५ 


* यगपत्‌ एकदा Barat गग्वरूपारीनां अनुपलब्धेनै 
RAIA! अन्यया AY व्यापकलाच्चाच्ुषार्दिकाले 
प्रणजादिकमपि स्यादिति भावः। 

† इद्धियाणां नानात्वे कायेभेदमानमाइ | 

‡ इन्दियायीनामिद्धियग्राद्याणां रूपादीनां पञ्चलात्‌ 
पञ्चबिधत्वात्‌। रूपादीनां fe चक्षुरायेकैकेश्धियमाचग्रा- 
ब्ाल्वादे लक्ष्यं तचे केन्दरियपन्ते न सम्भवति। अम्तादौनां 
रूपाद्यपलथ्िप्रसङ्गश्वति भावः॥ 


॥ "वक अ क nine me [क 1 nah emt त een का 
1 न ny 
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b. He ponders a doubt.* 


न तटथेबह्लात्‌ ॥ ५९ ॥ 


408. 56.—Not so, [says some ०16, ] be- 


Th . ° t: * d. छ ट . ॐ 
क ee objects are multitudinous. 


a. The division of the senses [into five}, on the ground that the 
objects of the senses are five, is not proper; because, since the 
‘objects’ of the senses, viz., blue, yellow, &c., are multitudinous, 
we should find (—according to your argument—] that the senses 
are many moret [than five}. 


b. He clears up this.t{ 


गम्धत्वाद्यव्यतिरेकाद्गम्तादीनामप्रतिषघः ॥ ५७॥ 


॥, 
Anh. 57.—This is no objection, because 
Odours, &c., are never without the nature 
of Odour, &c. 


The objection removed. 


a. The aforesaid objection will not do, because ‘ Odour, &c.,’ 
1, €. fragrance, &c., are ‘never without the nature of Odour, 
&c.,’ 1. e., they always have the nature of Odour, &. And 80, 
what we mean [—when we talk, €. g., of what constitutes the 
sense of Smell—] is the ‘ fact of its being an apprehender, with 
distinctive reference to what separates it {from the other senses, 
viz.J, the general nature of Odour,—but not its being an appré- 
hender with distinctive reference to subordinate natures [—such 


“edi. 

t sfearenat नीलपीतारीनां wrenfefeaat 
बट्तरत्वप्रसङ्ादिद्ियाथेपन्चत्वादिन्दियभेदा न युक्ताः ॥ 

‡ Waray i 








38 THE NYAYA APHORISMS OF GAUTAMA. 


as the smell of this, that, and the other thing]:’ such is the im- 
port.* । 

8. He ponders the doubt that, if things fragrant, &c., be one, 
on the ground that they have in common, €, g., the nature of 
Odour, then, since Odours, and Flavours, &c., also are one, in . 
respect of their having in common the nature of Objects, there 
must be only one sense.t 


विषयलाव्यतिरेकादेकलवम्‌ ॥ ५८ ॥ 


Aph. 58.—Since the character of Object is 
never absent [from the objects of sense], one- 
ness [of the senses, suggests some one, should follow]. 


Further objection. 


4 
a. ‘Since the character of Object is never absent,’ i, e. since 
there is unity [in all the multitude of things perceived], in as far 
as they are [all alike] objccts.t 


९. He replies.§— 
न बुद्िलक्षणापिष्ठानगत्याक्षतिजाति- 
पच्चत्वेभ्यः ॥ ५९ ॥ 


1 । see त 


* ऊक्तप्रतिषेधो न गन्धादीनां सोरभादीनां गन्वलाद्य- 
व्यतिरकाद्गस्वलादि स्वात्‌ । तथाच विभाजकगग्वत्वाव- 
च्छिभ्रग्रादकल्मभिप्रेतं नलवान्तरधमावच्छित्रग्रादकलमि- 
fa ata; | 

† यदि awenfem सुरभ्यादीनासेक्यं तटा विषयत्वेन 
गम्धर सादौ नामष्येक्यादि fea स्यादिति। 

‡ विषयलाव्यतिरेकाद्धिषयलेनैक्यात्‌ । 


6 उन्तरयति t 
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Anh, 59.—Not so, because, of the characters of 
knowledge, the provinces, the procedures, the forms, 
and the genera, there is severally a five-fold nature. 


He replies. 


८, The senses arc not one. He states his reason, saying ‘ of 


. understanding,’ &९. Since visibility, and the rest, which are the 


‘characters’ of knowledge, visual or otherwise, are of five descrip. 
tions,—the instruments appropriated thereto are five. In like 
manner, their ^ provinces,’ i. e., the object, Colour, &c., because 
this is of five sorts. ‘Procedure’ isa going to a distance, &c. 
This 1s with reference to the Sight. Or ‘procedure’ is a way; 
and soit means, because of the five-fold character of their ways, 
because they differ in their ways,—for the Sight apprehends after 
having gone [४० the object],the Touch [apprehends] in associa- 
tion with the body, the Hearing in association with the ear, and 
soon. ‘Form’ is some peculiar collocation, c. g., of the eye-balls. 
‘Genus’ means the nature of Earth, &c., [the Smell being held to 
be earthy, the Taste watery, &c.,] but, really, Genus here means 
habit, [and not that which—see Bhdshd-parichchheda §vi., c,— 
would exclude Ether,| so that the nature of Hearing [—the 
hearing being said to be ethereal—] is included.* 


vasa = १ may ८ त त 1 panathn stntteeeednannente smmienaihaieeeminttaeyiy —amneennin! 





+ इन्दियाणामैक्यं ai देतुमाद। बुद्रीत्यादि। az 
श्राच्तुनादेयेब्त्षणं चाच्चृषत्वादि तत्पच्चत्वेन तद वच्छन्रकर- 
णानां wad | एवमधिष्ठानं रूपादि विषयसत्पञ्चत्वात्‌। 
गतिः दूरादा गमनं | इदं TACHA । यद्रा गतिः प्रका- 
रथाच प्रकाराणां पच्चलात्‌। चचुहि गला हात ल्द 
दावच्छदेन BTS कणोावच्छदेनेत्यादिप्रकारमेदात्‌। ब्ा- 


छतिगालकानां संस्छानविशेषः। जातिः एथिवीलादि ।. 
aaa जातिः धमेसेन STARTS: ॥ 
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6. He states a proof that the Smell &c., are really of the nature 
of Earth, &c.* 


भूतगुणविशेपेएपलब्धेताटाव्यम्‌ ॥ € ° । 


Why Smell is held Anh. 60.—Since they apprehend the pecu- 
to be Earthy, &c. li ae t 

ar qualities of the Elements, they are of the 
same nature, (severally, as the Elements to which these qualities 
are peculiar]. 


a. ‘Of the Elements,’ i. e., of arth, &c., which are the ^ [€ 
culiar qualities,’ i. €., Odour, &c. ;—since they apprchend these. 
The import is, that they are proved to have the nature of Earth, 
&c., by such examples as buvter’s bringing out the odour of 
saffront [to which it is akin in respect of its earthy constitution ; 
and so the Smell, which brings out the odours of things, must be 
earthy also. Compare the lines of Empedocles, quoted by Prof. 
H. H. Wilson at p. 122 of his Sdnkhya-karikd]. 


९ Here ends the section on the plurality of the 56868. 


c. For the examination of the Objects fof sense], whose turn 
next arrives, we have an aphorism conveying a tenet.§ 


००००० ००9०० 


† भूतानां एयिव्यादौनां से गुणविशेषा गन्धादयसद्प- 
-लम्भकलात्‌ कङ्कुमगम्धाभिव्यच्नकष्टतादिदटान्तेन एथिवी- 
त्वादि सा्ननमिति भाषः। 

‡ समाप्रमिन्द्रियनानालप्रकरणम्‌ ॥ 

§ करमप्राप्राथेपरोच्षणाय सिद्धान्तस्तनम्‌॥ 


BOOK ऋ §2. 43 


SECTION IX. 


EXAMINATION OF THE OBJECTS OF THE SENSES. 
¢ ¢ ई £ प्रयि अप्रजा 
गृञ्वरसरूपस्यशेशब्दानां स्परशेपयन्ताः एथिव्या - 
. ॥ & ~ 
THAT पुवेपूतेमपोद्याकाशस्थोत्तरः॥ ९ ९.॥ 

The Qualities of the Anh. 6 l Of Odour, Savour, Colour, Tan- 
Elements. gibility, and Sound, those ending with Tan+ 
gibility belong to Earth ; rejecting each preceding one in succes- 


sion, they belong to Water, Light, and Air; the last belongs to 
Ether. 

a. Among those, as far as Tangnibility, having left ont succes~- 
sively each preceding one, are to be recognised the qualities of 
Water, Light, and Air. The ‘last,’ viz, Sound, is the quality 
of Ether. And so those among which Tangibility is the last, 
belong to Earth; Savour, Colour, and Tangibility, to Water ; 
Colour and Tangibility to Light ; Tangibility to Air; Sound to 
Ether.* 


b. Some one objects. 


न सवैगुणानुपलब्धेः ॥ &€ ९ ॥ 


वा Aph. 62.—Not so, [says some 016, ] because the 
An objection. hole of the qualities [of each alleged Element] 
are not apprehended [by the single appropriate sense]. 


* स्प्रशेपयन्तेषु Te Tare त्यक्ता अप्रेजावायुनां गुणा 
ज्ञातव्याः! SAU WE चाकाशस्य गुणः। तथाच aps 
नता एयिव्या रसरूपस्परशे जलस्य BIA तेजसः Ar 
वायाः शब्द्‌ आकाशस्य | 

+ आचिपति। 
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«. The above-mentioned assignmeént.of qualities is not proper. 
Since all that are conceived to be qualitice, €, g., of Earth, are 
not apprehended, e. €. by Smell, there is no such genus as 
earthiness, &c., for the Savour, &c., of Earth is not apprehended 
by Smel, [—whereas, according to §60, the earthy sense is what 
apprehends the earthy Element]. The import is, that gach a 
distribution ought to be observed, that the cxternal senses 
should apprehend the whole of the qualities that are capable of 
belonging to [the several Elements which are alleged to be] 
their several material ;* [—that only being entitled, €, g., to be 
reckoned a quality of the earthy element, which is apprehended 
dy the sense that is formed out of elemental earth; and so of 
the rest]. 


8. And so what is the state‘of the case as regards the Savour, 
80.) that are perceived in Harth, &c.? In regard to this he (the 
wbjector, | ‘states bis own opizion.'t 


CH HTT HAT ATAU ARTA तरोत्तराणां 
agaaafer 1 ६ ३। 


The objection Aph. 63.—Since the severally subsequent quali- 
+++ ties (says the objector,] belong to those severally 
subsequent, just each to each, these are not perceived [by the 
organ of any preceding one]. ^ 


“ Sal गुणनियमे न युक्तः । एथिव्यारेगणलाभि- 
मलानां erat ब्रालादिग्राद्यत्वामावान्न पार्थिवलत्वादिकं 
Baa Baer रसाद्यद्रदणात्‌। afefcfearat waa. 

एक्तियाग्धारेवगखयाहकत्वनियमे भज्येतेति भावः ॥ 

+ इत्यन एथिन्यादावपलभ्यमानानं रसादोन्भं का 
गतिरि्यज खमतमाइ । 
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a. ‘Those severally subsequent,’ viz., Water, ककि ast cach 
to each,’ i.e., in their respective order ;—‘since the qualities 
severally subsequent thereto belong,’ i. e., since Savour and the 
other qualities belong ;—~‘ these are not perceived,’ i. e., these, 
Savour, &e., are not perceived by Smell, &c.:—such ia the 
" meaning.* 
8, Then how are Savour, &c., apprehended in Earth, &c? In 
regard to this he says :t— 


संसगोानेकगणग्र णं fad द्यपरम्परेण ॥ ९ ४ 1 


Alleged commizture § Aph, 64,—And it is through their gommix- 
^ ture [says some 0116, ] that there is the appre- 
hension of more than one, for the ~ne is interpenetrated by the 


other. 


a. ‘The one,’ 1, €, Earth, &c ;—‘ by the other,’ i, e., by Wa- 
ter, &c. ;—‘ for,’ i. e., because ;—‘ interpenetrated,’ i. @, com- 
bined :—and so Savour, &c., is perceived through the conjunc- 
tion of the sense of Taste [with that of Smell], through the 
Water [—the element of Taste,—] &c., that is in the same place 
with the Earth [—the element of Smell,—] &c.:—such is the 
import.t [Compare Veddnta Sdra, No. 68.] 


* STAG आबरीनां एकीकस्यैव Rama 
तदुत्तरोत्तरमुणसद्गावात्‌ रसादि गुणसद्भावात्‌ व्रदनुपल- 
बिख्ेप्रां रसादौ नां घराणादिनानृपललय्थिरित्यर्थः | 

† तद्धि कथं एयिव्यादेः रसादि यपं तजा इ । 

‡ अपरं एथिव्यादि। परेण जलादिना । fe aga} 
विष्टं सम्बद्धं, तथाच एचिव्याद्यवच्छन्रनलादिन्‌ रषमना- 
संयोमाटूलादिग्र ह इलि भावः । 
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5. An aphorism conveying the tenet.* 
& = 
न पायिवाप्ययोः प्रतधक्चल्ात्‌॥ ९ ५। 
Ep idea Aph, 65.—Not 80, because, of the Earthy and 
the Watery, there is immediate knowledge. , 


a. The aforesaid assignment of the qualities [in §64,] is not 
proper ;—why ?—because earthy and watery substance is directly 
perceived, 1. €.) they really have Colour and Tangibility. Were 
they devoid of Colour and Tangibility, they would not be appre- 
hended by Sight and Touch ; and it is cumbrous to suppose that 
Colour, &c., is caused, in some fof the elements], by direct con- 
nection [of colour with the element], and, in others, mediately :— 
such is the import.t ५ 


8. If Savour, €. g., be a quality, e. g., of एका, then [says 
some one,| we should find it apprehended, €, g., by the [earthy 
organ, viz.,| Smell. He states what determines this point. 


€ € € 
पेपूवेगुणोात्कषान्तत्ततप्रधानम्‌ ॥ € € ॥ 


Each sense pr so own § Aph. 66.—In each, in order, as the [res- 
ध pective] quality is intense, it is principally 
characterised by this or that. 


« नि दरान्तखचम्‌ | 

+ SR मणनियने न यक्त; । कतः । पाथिवस्याप्यस्यच 
AY प्र््षलाट्रपस्पशेसि इलस्य रूपस्पशेशृन्यत्वे चक्षुषा 
Sars THU न स्याद्रपाटेश्च arated केचिच्च 

परम्परया हेतुत्वे गोारवमिति भावः 

‡ रसादेः एथिव्यादिगुणल प्राणादिनापि area 
gma नियामकमाह tt | 
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a. ‘Each in order,’ viz., Smell and the rest (of the senses] ;-- 
‘ principally characterised by Odour, &a,—he states the source of 
this principalness, viz., ‘as the quality is intense,’ i. e., as the 
quality, Odour, &c., is intense, is distinctive of this or that. 
And so, among Odour and the rest, the Smell and the rest ap- 
" prehend only their own distinctive quality* [severally]. 


6. But then, (some one may say,] since Odour may predomi- 
nate in other things than Earth, which is the Sense, and which 
is not the Sense (in respect of this or any other sense-object, ? 
In regard to this he says.+ 

ATTA WAT F 9 | 


The Senses need not be = Aph. 67.—But this is determined by the 
confounded. 
excessiveness 


a. ‘By the excessiveness,’ i. e., by its originating, e. g., from 
Earth that is not peculiarised by [any noticeable proportion of ] 
Water, &c.;—* this is determimed,’ i. e., it is determined whe- 
ther the Sense is the Smell, or the like.t 

b. He states a proof that the Smell, &८ , do possess the quali. 
ty of Odour, &c.§ 


* yaya घ्राणादि । तत्तत्रधानं गन्धादि प्रधानं । प्रा- 
धान्ये THATS गुपात्कषोङ्णस्य TITS AHA TTT ATT 
aa | तथाच गम्धादिषु मध्ये खब्यवस्धापकगुणदैव 
arene प्राणादीनामिति। 

† नन्‌ एथिव्यन्तरस्यापि गन्धप्राधान्याक्किमिद्धियं किम- 
निन्धियमित्यजत्द । 

‡ qe जलाद्यविशि्टणएथिव्याद्यारग्यलात्त्चबश्धान 


erate taza feria: 
§ प्राणदौनां गम्धादिगुणवेत्त्वे मानमा । 
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सगणानाबिद्धियभावात्‌ ॥ Eh t 


ue a five — must = Aph. 68.—Because only what have the 
^ 0 qualities can be the Organs [perceptive of 
the qualities]. 


a. ‘Because [only] what have the qualities,’ i. e., what are 
peculiarised by Odour, &c., viz., the Smell, &c., ‘can be the or- 
gans,’ i. e., can be the causes of the perception of Odour, &c. ;— 
because we see the same thing in such exaniples as butter’s 
bringing out the odour of saffron,* [—see §60]. 


6. And their Odour, &c., being thus established, it is conjec- 
tured, from the fact of its not being perceived, that it is not de- 
veloped, [see §38 ;| adverting to which, he says :|— 


तेनैव तस्याग्रदणाच्च ॥ ६९ । 


Imperceptibility of the 400. 69.—And because it is nbt appre- 
qualities of the Senses. 1 ded by that same. 


a. Since ^ by that,’?i.e, by the Sense, ‘it,’ i. e., the Sense 
which has a quality, is not apprehended, the undeveloped cha- 
racter (of the quality] is conjectured. 


तिति पि रि ana 


* सगृणानां गम्धादिविशिष्टानां घ्राणादोनामिदधियः- 
भावात्‌ गन्धादि साक्षाकारकारणतवात्‌ RATA HAG. 
BEATS तथेव दशनात्‌ । 

† इत्यच्च गश्वादिसिद्धावप्रत्य्चतादनुद्ूतलकल्पननि 
त्पशग्रनाद्‌ ३ 

तेन इद्धियेख तस्य सगुणस्य द्दियस्यायदण्णाइनुङ्कत> 
त्वकल्यनमिति ॥ 
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$, He ponders the doubt—but then it is not necessary that the 
qualities in the Senses be imperceptiblt.* 


~ ~ 
: । -] 
न शन्दृगुणोपलमधेः ॥ ७ ° ॥ 

Aph. 70.—Not so, because the quality Sound 
is perceived [as pertaining to the organ of Hear- 
ing], 

a. The aforesaid rule is not correct, because Sound is perceived 
as the quality of the organ of Hearing.+ 


An objection. 


6. He clears up this.{ 
तद्पलथ्थिरितरोतरद्रव्यगुणवैधम्थेत्‌ ॥ ७९. 4 


400. 71.—The perception of it 18 m consequence 
of the difference of the qualities of substances, one 
from another. 


The reply. 


a. In consequence of the difference mutually between ‘the 
qualities of substances,’ viz., Colour, Sound, &c., there is per- 
ception of Sound [28 belonging to the organ of Hearing}, and 
not of Colour in the organ of vision, and the like :—because, for 
simplicity, it is settled that the substratum of Sound [viz., the 
Ether,] is but one, [so that the organ of Hearing, being ethe- 
real, is one with it:] such is the import.§ 


Dene nn जिना तनाम पि 1 


* नन्विद्दियगणानामप्रत्च्चलवनियमे नेत्याशङ्ते। 

† wal नियमे न युक्तः शब्दस्य ग्राजगुणस्येपलब्धेः ॥ 

‡ समाधत्ते ॥ 

§ इव्यगुखानां रूपश्न्दाटौनां TAL THAT 
wafer चचयुरूपादौनां । शन्दाञ्चयस्य लाधषेनेक्धसिदधे- 
रिति भावः 
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é. Here ends the section on the examination of the Objects* 
fof the senses}. 


c. So much for the First Diurnal Portion of the Third Book, 
viz., the Examination of the set of four, among the objects of 
right knowledge, beginning with Soul.f 


d. Now, since its turn has arrived, there is the examination 
of Understanding and Mind. Simply the examination thereof, 
in seven sections, is the matter of this Diurnal Portion. But 
others say that the matter of this Diurnal Portton is really the 
examination of whatever, being an object of right knowledge, 
exists within the Body,—-an examination of whatever has any 
relation adapted to the experience to which this is common that 
it pertains to the body. But this is not right, for it would un- 
duly extend to an examination of the Senses [—which reside in 
the Body, but which have been examined, already, in the prece- 
ding Diurnal Portion]. And, among these, the examination of 
Understanding (buddhi) is in five sections. Among these, in the 
first place, there is the section on the fact that Understanding 
is not eternal. In order to set forth a doubt in regard to this 
point, we have an aphorism. } 





* समाप्रमथेपरी ्ञाप्रकरणम्‌॥ 

+ इति हतीयाष्यायस्याद्यमाङ्धिकं अत्मादिप्रमेयचतुव्क- 
प्ररी्तणं नाम ॥ 

+ अथय कऋरमप्राप्रतया TRAST UT सप्रभिः प्रकर 
Hae चाहिकाथेः। पर तु शरोरावच्छदव्याप्यभोा- 
गागुकूलसम्बम्बवत्यरी क्षा शरीरान्तवेत्तिप्रमेयपरीकेवाङ्कि 
काये इति तदसत्‌ इद्धियपरीक्षायामतिव्यभः। तच 


बुद्धिपरौक्ता पञ्चमिः प्रकरणेः। तचादा बुङ्ानित्यताभ्रकरेश 
AG संशयदट्‌ भेनाय खजम्‌॥ 


BOOK Tit. 414, 4% 


SECOND DIURNAL PORTHON. 


ON THE EXAMINATION OF UNDERSTANDING, AND MIND. 
SECTION X. 


ON THE NON-ETERNITY OF KNOWLEDGE. 


कमाकाशसाधम्धाष्ं शयः ॥ ७ ₹ ॥ 
Whether knowledge = 497, 72.—Since it resembles Action, and 
eee the Ether, there is a doubt [whether it be 
transitory like the one, or eternal like the other]. 


a. ‘Since it resembles Action and the Ether,’ viz., in being 
intangible, there is a doubt whether what is meant by the word 
Understanding be eternal,—which amounts to the question 
whether the word |‘ Understanding’ mean something eternal or 
not.* 


6. In regard to this, the Sankhya establishes the eternity of 
Understanding.t 


बिषयप्रत्यमिन्ञानात्‌ ॥ ७३ ॥ 


Sdnkhya argument for the eter- 407, 73.—Since objects ह 
nity of the understanding 2 J are 7 
cognised. 


a. Supply—therefore the Understanding is eternal. The re- 
cognition “I who saw the jar, the same J do touch the jar’ sup- 
poses, as its sphere, some one thing liable to modifications; and 
the Soul is not so, for this, no subject of emergent habitudes, is 


* कमेण खआकाशस्यच साधन्धात्रिःस्पशेलाइ fare 
नित्यतसं शयः । बुद्धिपदं नित्थशक्तं न वेति संशयप्रयै 
Tee: ४ 

† तज बुद्धिनित्यलवं ater: साधयति t 
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unalterable; therefore {argues the Sankhya,] there really is an 
understanding which is lidble to modifications ; but its modifica- 
tion is [not a production, but] an affection ;—for Understanding, 
too, is only revealed or concealed, but not produced or destroyed.* 


b. He refutes this.+ 
साष्यसमलाद दत्‌; | ७४ ॥ 


Aph. 74.—This is no reason; because it is in 


t tation. dese : + 
म the same condition with what is to be proved. 


a. The fact of there being one that recognises, is no reason 
[for supposing, in man, an eternal understanding other than 
Soul,] ‘ because this is in the scme condition with what is to be 
proved,’ i. e., because this [alleged reason, like the question in 
dispute,| is not established [and admitted by both parties]; for, 
in consequence of such expressions as “I know,” it is the Soul 
only that is regarded as a recogniser. Its “ unalterableness” is 
mercly its having neither beginning nor end; but it is not pro- 
ved that it is anything else :—such is the import.t 


b. He rejects the Sankhya opinion, that just from the under- 





~ neon aerate 


+ बुद्धिनित्येति शेषः। या ऽहं षरमदटरात्तं सो {दं घरं |YTT- 
मोतिप्रत्यमिज्ञानमेकं ठत्तिमन्तं विघयीकराति। a eran 
तथा AY जन्यधमेानधिकरणस्य FSO | तस्मा त्ति- 
मतो बुद्धिरेव afaq तस्याः परिणामः बुदेराध्याविभा- 
वतिरोभावावेव न तूत्पादविनाशविति। 

+ परिदरति। 
| ‡ साष्यसमत्वात्‌ afagata प्रतिसम्धादलं न इतुः। 
ay जानामोत्यारिना आत्मन एव प्रतिसम्ाष्टप्रत्ययात्‌ | 





(०७५००००० 
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standing, which is permanent, there issue, like sparks from fire, 
modifications, not different from the thing modsfied, one to each 
object, consisting of knowledge.* 


न युगपदग्रइणात्‌ ॥ ७१ | 


Aph. 75.—Not so, for apprehension 


A Sénkhya opinion opposed. ; ; 
+. {of various things] is not simultaneous. 


a. If there were no distinction between the modification and 
that to which the modification belongs, then, since that which is 
modified is permanent, it must be granted that the modification 
also is permanent; and so the apprehension of all things should 
be simultaneously; and thi: is no§ the case ; so that it is not the 
case that there is no distinction.+ 


b. Now the transitoriness of the modifications is asserted [by 
the Sankhya]; in regard to which he says.} 


अप्रत्यमिन्नानेच विनाशप्रसङ्ग; ॥ ७ € ॥ 


नि emmeeentnmemtnnaneennenmtbenainners an eenseeaacemseennennammmamemmenmeatitinemmenemmmmiastiinaaiainesanemeetetenmemnaneamananniiiadamnamemmnaneeemmadiamemmne Te 
जनो etree, 


अनादि निधनत्वमेव aq कटस्य अन्यादशं त्वसिदमिति 
भावः। 

* बुद्धेरेव ख्ायिन्या यथाविषयं क्ञानाक्मिका saat 
टत्तिमदमिन्ना वद्‌ रिव cafes निःसरन्तीति सांख्यमतं 
निरस्यति i 

† टत्तिरटिन्निमतारमेदे ठत्तिमदवश्धित्या हत्तेरष्यबश्थि- 
तिवेच्या तथाच सवैपदायेग्र णं युगपद्छछात्‌ नवैवं AEE 
भेदे ofa | 

‡ अथय न्तोनामनवस्थायिलमुच्छते Aare 
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singe 1 Aph. 76.—And when there was not the re- 
४५ pa”. cognition, we should find the destruction {of 
the recogniser]. 

a. ‘When there was not the recognition,’ i. e., when there was 
the non-existence, the destruction, of the recognition, there 
would be the destruction also of the modified, [if the modified 
and its modification were the same ;] therefore the two are not 
one.* 

6, He explains, on his own theory, how things are not appre- 
hended simultaneously.t 


कमहत्तिलादयुगपङ्गहणम्‌ ॥ OO ॥ 


Why apprehensions are Aph. 77.—-Tho non-simultanecousness of 
not simultaneous. : fo 
apprehensions is in consequence of the sue- 
cessiveness of modifications. 


a. Supply “of the mind.” In consequence of the atomic cha- 
racter of the mind, as its conjunction with the senses is succes- 
sive, cognitions are successive; and so the Bhdshya introductory 
[to the aphorism,] says: ^ 06 Mind, unextended and one, com- 
bines with all the senses in succession :”—-when the conjunction 
of the mind with this or that sense takes place, knowledge is 


10881016. ‘ 

* खप्रत्यसिन्नाने प्रत्यमिन्रानस्य अभावे विनाशे ef 
मते ऽपि विनाशः स्यादत न दयोरक्यम्‌ । 

† अय॒गपद्गणं खमते व्युत्पादयति ॥ 

‡ मनस cone: | मनसे {णुत्वादिद्धिधैः सह कमे 
सम्बम्धात्‌ WAT कमिकलं। तथाच अविभु चेकं मनः 
THM AHA: सम्बध्यत इत्यवतारभाव्यं । तन्तडिद्धि- 
यमनंयोगे सति श्रानमुपपद्यते । 
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४, He explains how knowledge ceases in the absente of this.* 


कप्रत्यमिनच्नानश्च विषवान्तरव्यासङ्गात्‌ ॥ 9 ८ ॥ 


Aph. 78.—And there is cessation of 
the perception, when it [the Mind,] ap- 
plies itself to another object. 


How apprehensions cease, 


a. ‘Cessation of the perception,’ i.e. non-existence of the 
knowledge produced by this or that sense; through the conjunc. 
tion of the mind with ‘another object,’ 1. e., with another Sense: 
—such is the meaning. 


&, And this could not be the case, on thy theory, as he 
states.[— 


नं गत्यभावात्‌ ॥ ७< ॥ 


The mind not infinitely Aph. 79.—Nay, because there could be 
extended. ध : 
no going of the mind, [from one to another]. 


a. On thy theory, the mind could not be conjoined with the 
senses successively, because, as being all-pervading, the mind 
could not go§ (from one point to another]. 


b. He ponders a doubt, with the view of setting forth that, 
even granting that there were really no distinction between the 


* agfaca क्रानाभावमुपपाद यति ॥ 

† अप्रत्यभिन्नानं तत्तदिद्धियजन्ञानाभावः। विषयान्त- 
ta श्द्दियान्नरश ane: सम्बन्धादित्ययेः ॥ ` 

‡ लग्भतेचदघ्रोपपद्यते TATE ॥ 

§ wart are: कमेणेद्दियसम्बन्भे न मने विभवेन ' 
गत्यभावात्‌ । 


54 THE NYAYA APHORISMS OF GAUTAMA. 


modified and its modification, there is the ‘belief of a distine- 
tion.* 


स्फरिकान्यलामिमानवत्तदन्यलामिमानः ॥ ८० ॥ 


20. 80.—As crystal is fancied tb be 
different, so is this fancied to be different. 


a. As, from the proximity of the Hibiscus flower and other 
things, a crystal, though one and the same, is fancied to have the 
colour of this or that, so the (mental] modification, [says some 
one,} though not different from the modified, through the in- 
fluence of the contact with this or that object, appears as if vari- 
ous.t 


4 sceptical suggestion. 


¢, He censures 


न्‌ देत्वभावात्‌॥ TX 
This repelled. Aph, 81.—Not so, for there is no proof. 


a. That is to say, what is asserted [in §80,] is not right, be- 
cause there is no proof that such a mistake [in the general belief 
respecting mind and its operations,] takes place.§ 


+ इत्तिरत्तिमते वंसते wid ऽपि भेद प्रत्ययप्रतिपादनाय 
शङ्कते । 

† यथा नवाकुसुमादिसन्रिधानाटेकस्यापि स्फरिकस्य 
तन्द्रपामिमानसलथा इत्तिमदमित्रापि इत्तिलद्धिषयसप्नि 
कधेवशात्रानेव प्रतिभासत इति।॥ 

t दूषयति ॥ 

§ मत्वे साधकाभावासनोक्त युक्तमित्यथेः ॥ 


BOOK प्रा. gil. 55 
b Here ends the section on the non-eternity of understand- 
ing.* 


£ A Buddhist, not tolerating the illustration, [in § 80,] that, 
^ There is a mistaken notion of diversity, as in the case of trys- 
. tal,” states his doubt.t 


Ne Net । nat ॥ en ae आ ee [1 


SECTION XI. 


Di1sSPpROVING THE MOMENTARY DURATION OF THINGS. 
रिके ~ a“ 
स्फरिके ऽप्यपरापरोत्पन्तेः A UATE AAT 
~ e 
AST WR I 
The sceptic argues from the Aph. 82.—That is no argument, 
momentary duration of things. Bétause, (eave she: Buddhist’): anes 


individuals are momentary in duration, even in the case of the 
crystal there is the arising of another and another. 


a. It is no argument to say “like the fancy that the crystal 
is differeut :’—-why ?—‘ because, even in the case of the crystal, 
there is the arising of another and another,’ i. €, there is the 
arising of a different and a different crystal. He states his 
proof of this,—‘ since individuals,’ i. ¢., entities, ‘are moment- 
ary.t 


b. In support of this there is the Bhdshya, “From beholding, 


1 = Nantel end enter ate! aaNet Se ा putin Ane the ph, Rt 


* समाप्रं बुञ्ञानित्यता प्रकरणम्‌ | : 

+ स्फारिके दव नान्लभम इत्यसदमानः सोगतः शङ्कते ॥ 

‡ स्फरिकान्यलाभिमानवदित्दतुः | कतः । स्फारिकै 
ऽप्यपरापरोत्यन्तेः विलच्चणविलश्चणस्फटिकत्पन्तेः। wa 
मानमा VAAL भावानां ्षणिकलात्‌ ॥ . 


मिषः 


|. 


56 THE NYAYA APHORISMS OF GAUTAMA. 


in bodies, the course of crease and decrease °’—from seeing, in 
bodies, from moment to moment, increase and decrease, the 
diversity {of the body, at one moment, from itself at the next 
moment, is inferred] :—for two magnitudes cannot belong to one 
and the same mass ;—such is the import. Some say that this 
{passage of the Bhdshya] is really an aphorism.* 


€, An aphorism conveying the tenet.t+ 


नियमेलभावाद्यया द शेनमभ्यनुज्ना ॥ ८ २ ॥ 


Aph. 83.—Since there is no proof of any 
such absolute rule, we will acknowledge it 
[only] where we see reason. 


Proof of this needed. 


a. Since there is no proof of its being an absolute rule that 
things are distinguished by an apparatus for their destruction, 
[—so that they must needs perish momentarily], yet, supposing 
it to be so, he says—‘ where we see reason :—if theft 0८ a proof 
that anything is distinguished by an apparatus for its destruc. 
tion, then the momentary duration of that shall indeed be ac- 
knowledged,—as, €, g., the last sound] [in any series, which is 
held to be self-destructive]. 


* तद्याधनाय भाष्यं उपचयापचयग्रबम्बद TATE | 
प्रतिक्षणं शरौरेषुपचयापचयद शनान्नानालं | नद्धकस्िन्नव- 
यविनि परिमाणद्रयसमावेश इति wal दृं aaaafa 
कोचित्‌ । 

+ सिद्धान्तखचम्‌। 

‡ पटायेानां विनाशखामग्रीदेभि्नियमे मानाभावात्‌ | 
ऋभ्युपेत्याइ यया ट शेनमिति ¦ यदि कद्यविद्धिनासाभभं 
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4. He states another argument.* 


नेत्पत्तिविनाशकारणोापलम्धेः wey ॥ 


Production and destruction === Aph. 84,—Nob 80, because the canses 
a ats of production and destruction are appre« 
hended. 


८. There does not belong, to crystal, &c.,a momentary dura- 
tion; because the causes of production and destruction [in 
general] have beén ascertained by perception, viz., addition and 
abstraction of parts, &c.; and in the case of the crystal no cause 
of destruction is discerned, by which there should be destruction 
of the previous [crystal] and production of a subsequent one:— 
such is the import.t 


od 


8, Some one objects.t— 
aie विनाशकारणानुपलय्थिकद ष्युत्पत्तिवच्च 
तदूपपन्तिः॥ ८५ ॥ 


Aph. 85.—And this may be ac- 


An inadmissible suggestion. 
on counted for, [suggests some one,] 


पि pantie cnn teeemeemmammnnasilien tet eamanenaennmaceae iA ame teal aartnetaeee eames 


वैशिष्ये मानं स्यात्तदा afwad तस्याभ्यनुज्ञायत एव 
यथान्त्यशब्द्‌ दतत ॥ 

* DEPICTS ॥ 

† न स्फरिकादेः णिकलत्वं यत उत्य्तिविनाशकारणा- 
न्युपखब्धया नि्णौतान्यवयवेापचयापचयादीनि। नव श्म 
fea विनाशकारणमुपलभ्यते येन पूर्वविनाशोऽपरोत्पन्तिङ 
स्याटिति भावः+ 

‡ आिपति ॥ 
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just as the production of curd, where no cause of the destruction 
of the milk is discerned „ ५ 


a. ‘As the production of curd,’ i. e., as the cause of the pro- 
duction of curd is not discerned; ‘this may be accounted for,’ 
i. e., the non-apprehension of a cause of the destruction of the 
previous crystal, and the non-apprehension of a cause of the pro- 
duction of a subsequent crystal, may consistently be:—such is 
the imaport.* 


8. An aphorism conveying the tenet.+ 


लिङ्गतो ग्रडणात्रान्‌पलयििः॥ ८९॥ 


4000. 86.—This is not unapprehended, because 


Its rejection. 3 4 
स it is apprehende? inferentially. 


a. And since the destruction of the milk [that went to the 
making] of the curd is demonstrated by perception, a cause of 
this [destruction] is conjectured ; but not in this way are de- 
struction and production of the crystal apprehended, so as that 
any cause thereof need be conjectured. 


6. In regard to the Buddhistic doctrine he cites an objection of 
the Saénkhya.§ 





0 7 i का क क) क 1 ` ष ए 1 1 


* दध्युत्यत्तिवहष्युत्यत्तिकारणानुपलग्िषत्‌ तदुपपत्तिः 
पतेस्फरिकविनाशकएरणान्‌पलब्धेरुत्तरस्फरि कोत्पत्तिकारणा- 
नुपलब्धेश्चापपत्तिः स्यादिति भावः। 

+ सिद्रानख जम्‌ t 

‡ दधुः छषीरविना शस्य च प्रत्य्सिद्रलात्तत्कारणं करुते 
aad स्फरिकविनाशेत्पादाब्ुपलभ्येते येन तत्कारणक- 
Waa | 

$ सोगतमते सांस्यदर षयमुपन्यस्यति ॥ 
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मै पयसः परिशामगुशान्तरप्रादु rata te 8 
he Sdakhya doctrine A ph. 87.—Not so [says the Sdnkhya], 

= because there is a transformation, a mani- 
Ffestation of other qualities, in the case of the milk. 

a. There is not a destruction of the milk and a production of, 
curd, but there is a ‘ transformation’ of the milk;—the meaning 
of the word ‘transformation’ is ‘ manifestation of other qualities.’ 
The meaning is, that there is a disappearance of the previous 
flavour of the still existent milk through the manifestation of an- 
other quality, in the shape of an acid flavour.* 

8. The author of the aphorisms rejects this. 


ALTO ASH ह 9 ¢ ~ 
ARATE ATA a AG भनं TAZA EAL 
नुमानम्‌ ॥ र्ट ॥ 
Aph. 88.—The seeing arise, from 
a different arrangement, a different 
substance, is an argument for the surcease of the previous 
one. 


The Nydya view on this point. 


_ @ From ‘a different arrangement,’ i. e., from a different com- 
_ position ; the destruction of the previous combination of parts, aud 
_ the production of another substance, is recognised; such is the 


import.t 

* न चौरस्य नाशा दधश्चात्पत्तिः far चौरस्य afc 
wre: | परिणामश्न्दाथा गुणान्तरप्रादूभावः। विद्यमान 
चोरस्य पूवैरसतिरोभावे ऽन्लरसात्मकगुणान्तरस्याविभेा- 
वादित्धथेः 

t एवन्रिराकरोति स्कारः । 

‡ व्युहाकराद्र्‌वनान्तरात्‌ पवोावथवसंयागनासे दथ 
न्तरोत्पादश्चान्‌भविक इति भावः। 


ae [1 = व भ sen ate थ मि ज जिमि अनि eli 
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b. In order to mention another fault {in the argument at 588], 
there is an aphorism of the author.* 


कंचिद्धिनाशकारणानुपलन्धेः ॥ ८<€ ॥ 


Aph. 83.—Since in some cases the 


An erroneous view objected to. ied । 
| cause of destruction is not perceived. 


a. (For this reason,] and because in some cases [see §84] it és 
perceived, this [viz., the illustration made use of.at §85] is ambi- 
guous :—it is not proper, on the strength of the example of milk 
and curd, to say that destruction and production have no causes, 
——because this is invalidated by our perceiving the presence of a 
cause thereof in the case of a jar, or the like. In reality, since 
the cause of the destruction of milk is the contact of a sour sub- 
stance, and since curd originates from the sour-tasted particles 
[thence resulting], the destruction of milk and the generation of 
eurd are not without a ९४५७९. 


6. Here ends the section regarding momentary destruction] 
[and reproduction of things]. 


c. Although the fact that understanding isa quality of Soul 
was pretty well established by the examination of Soul [४४ the 
commencement of the present Book], yet, in order to set this 


* दाषान्तराभिधानाय सिद्धान्तिनः खचम्‌।  * देषानरामिधानाय सिद्धान्तिनः हचम्‌॥ =` ` 
† कचिच्रोपलम्भेरनेकान्तः। शचचीर दधिदृ्टान्तेन विना- 
ओोत्फादावकारणकामेनेति न युक्त घटाद सकारणकलयो- 
पलब्धव्यैभिचारात्‌। वतः तोरविनाशे ऽ्लदरव्यसंयागस्य 
हेतुता दग्लरसवा्परमाणुभिखच SY आरम्भाब्राकारणक् 
- छौरविनाशदध्यत्पादाविति। 
‡ समापनं चणभङ्प्रकरणम्‌ ॥ 
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forth explicitly, we have a section on Understandiag’s. being a 
quality of Soul. And here a primé fatie view ,presenting itself, 
viz., since it (understanding| depends on the conjunction of a 
sense with its object, suppose that it is just located in the sense, 
&c., as Sound, which depends on the conjunction of the musical 
instrument and the Ether, is lodged in the Ether;—we have an 
aphorism conveying the tenet.* 





पि eile atte ae ral 9 A eee पि wen te 


SECTION XII. 


How KNOWLEDGE Is a QUALITY oF SOUL, 


नेद्धियायेयेलदिनाओे ऽपि ज्ञानावस्छानात्‌॥ € ० | 


वी #2 a Aph. 90.—I€ [knowledge] belongs neither to 
+^ the Sense nor to the Object, because, even on 
the destruction thereof, knowledge abides. 


a. Understanding 18 not a quality of the Sense nor of the 
Object, because, even when that perishes, knowledge, i. e., me- 
mory, abides, 1, e., exists :—for memory is impossible in the ab- 
sence of the one who was [previouslyj cognizant [of the thing 
remembered], for this would be beyond the rule fthat he only 
who has experienced can remember] ;—such is the import.f 


* बु द्वरात्मगुणलं यद्यप्यात्मपरोच्चात एव सिद्धप्रायं तथा 
पि विशिष्य व्युत्पादनाय बह्मात्मगुणलप्रकरणं । तचचेद्धि- 
याथेसब्रिकषेाधीनलादिद्धियादिनिष्ठतमेवाखु भेयाकाश- 
संयोगाधौमशन्दस्यकाशनिष्ठल्वदिति yaad frarn- 
waa 

† afaifizre न वाये गषसघ्रा्े ऽपि ae 
खरणस्यावस्थानात्‌ STA) नद्ामुभवितुरभावे श्वर. 
मुष्यते ऽतिप्रसङ्गादिति भावः । 
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me 
b. He denies that,it (knowledge) is a quality of the Mind.* 


“~ 
्यगपनज्जञ यान्‌ प्रलभ्धेश्च न मनसः ॥ ९९. ॥ 


‘Aph. 91.—Nor to the Mind [the existence 
of which is inferred] from the non-simultane- 
ous apprehension of what things are knowable. 


Nor of the Mind. 


a, The character of agent [ —and knowledge is the quality of 
the agent—] does not belong to the Mind, which is proved to 
exist [—-see §77—] by this argument that what things are know- 
able are not apprehended simultaneously; for it [the Mind] is 
proved to be only an instrument [in the hands of Soul], by the 
argument that there must be a subject, (of whatever qualities, 
properties, &c., may be proved te exist]. In reality, by the fact 
that what things are knowable are not apprehended simultane- 
ously, we are made aware that the Mind is an Atom, and thus 
pleasure, &c., if lodged in it instead of in the Soul], would be 
imperceptible. So too when there isa set of bodies [tenanted 
by one Yogi] there would be no knowledge, &c., in this or that 
body,t [—since the mental atom could be present in no more 
than one at one time]. | 


९, He ponders a १०४४. 


+ atime facefa । 

† युगपज्ज्ञयानुपलब्धेर्ताः fare art न wea 
धमिग्राडकमानेन करणलेनेव सिदधेः। वलुतेा Waar 
नुपलब्धेरित्यनेन मनसे cored खचितं तथाच तद्रतखखादय- 
पर्ता स्यात्‌ CHATS AMET च्राना- 
fea नस्यादिति) 

+ शङ्कते । 
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तदात्मगुशतवे ऽपि regen € ₹ ॥ 


478, 92.—It weré the same [suggests some one}, 


त even were it [knowledge] a quality of Soul. : 


a. Even were it, viz., knowledge, a quality of the Soul, thers’ 
ought equally to be simultaneousness of cognitions, because the 
Soul [—being all-pervading—] is in conjunction with all the 
organs of Sense.* 


b. He replies.;+— 
सच्निकषाभावानदनुपपन्तिः ॥९ 8 


Aph. 93.—~This cannot be, because of the ab- 


Th 1 ? ५ . 
€ reply sence of the conjunction [of the Mind]. 


a Because of the absence of the conjunction of the Mind with 
several senses simultaneously, there is not the simultaneous ap- 
prehension of severrl objects, [—the soul, even where present, 
operating only through its instrument the Mind] ;—such is the 
import.t 


&. Some one objects.§— 


नेत्पत्तिकारणानपरटेशात्‌ ।॥ € ४ ॥ 


Aph. 94.—-Not so ([—says some one], be- 
cause you do not state the cause of its existence, 


"~~~ ~ ---------- ---------- कानन 


* तस्या बदरेरात्मगणलवे {पि ज्ञानयोगपद्यं Tet Arar: 
सर्वेद्ियसंयागात्‌ tt 
t sacafa । 
‡ qrontigd: we मनसः सत्निकपेभावाच्च are 
ब्रानाविषयेपलबस्थिरिति aa; t 
 § anfqafare 


An objection. 
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a. Since yon do not state, i. €. since you do not mention, any 
cause of the existence of Khowledge, we deny that knowledge is 
a quality of Soul :—if its cause be [—as you seem to insinuate—]} 
the conjunction of Soul and Mind, then [since these are always 
in conjunction] it appears that knowledge must be eternal, [con- 
trary to what has been made out} :—such is the import.* 


b. Some one alleges the followiug objection also to the notion 
that knowledge is a quality of Soul.t 


विनाशकारणानुपलब्धेश्चावस्धाने त्धित्यल- 
प्रसङ्गः ॥ € ५ । 


Aph 95.—And if it abide there, we should 
find it to be eternal, because of there being 
no cause discernible for its destruétion. 


The ohjection further. 


a. If knowledge were located in the soul, since no cause of 
destruction, i. e., of the destruction, &c., of that in which it re- 
sides, is discernible, we should find that it, viz., knowledge, is 
eternal,{ [contrary to what has been made out]. 


b. He replies.§ 





* ET कारणस्यानपटे शात्‌ अकयनात्‌ नात्मगुणो 
बुद्धिः। waarmee कारणत्वे सावेदिकलप्रसङ्ग 
दति भावः। 

† बद्रराह्मागु णत्वे दोघमप्याद | 

‡ बदरान्यवस्छाने विनाशकारणस्याख्रयनाशदेरनुप- 
WaT ब॒ द्र नित्यताप्रसङ्गः 4 

§ wutafa ॥ ` 
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अनित्यत्वग्रइणा देवृ यन राद्धिनाथः शब्दवत्‌ ॥ ९.६ ४ 


न 477, 96.—Since we perceive that it is not eternal, 
८02. {we may conjecture that] one cognition is put an end 
to by another cognition, just like Sound. 


a. Since we perceive that knowledge is not eternal, i. e., since 
we are conscious of its production and its destruction, a cause 
thereof being to be conjectured, it is conjectured that its pro- 
ducer is the conjunction of the Soul and the Mind, &c., and that 
its destroyer is subsequently emergent knowledge, or mnemonic 
impression, &c:—but of the last knowledge [to which none 
succeeds, so as to account for its supersession,| the destruction 
results from the cessation of desert, [—-whereupon the soul at- 
tains a blissful freedom from ideas,—] or from time. As regards 
the destruction of one cognition by another cognition, he mene 
tions a parallel instance, saying ‘just like Sound.’ As a sound 
is put a stop to by another sound, and the last sound ceases on 
the cessation of its cause, so is it also in the case of the thing in 
question :—such is the import.* 

b. Here he ponders the objection of a partially informed per- 
son, viz., but then, if knowledge be a quality of the Soul, since 
the mnemonic impression and the conjunction of Soul and Mind 
actually are (at all times], acts of memory must be simultaneous,t 


* ब देरनित्यलस्य ग्रदणात्‌ उत्पादनाशयारनभविकला- 
WHC कल्पनोये आत्ममनेयेगादेरत्पादकलमनन्तरा- 
made: संस्काराटेवेा नाशकत्वं कल्यते | Wate 
अदृष्टनाशाक्रालाद्वा नाशः। STATA rR 
दष्टान्माइ शन्दवदिनि। शब्दस्य यया शब्दान्लरा्राशश्- 
दरमश्ब्दस्य निमित्तनाशनाश्यलं तथा प्रकते {षीति भावैः 

† नम्‌ eta संस्कारात्ममनेयागयेोः सन्छात्‌- 
सतीनां trad स्यादचेकदेशिनः परि दारमाशङ्कते । 
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च्रानसमवेतात्प्ररोशसभ्निकषाकनसः TATA 
युगपदृत्पक्निः ॥ € ऽ ॥ 


A ph. 97.—Since memory is produced [- 
suggests some one—] by the conjunction 
of the Mind with same portion of the Soul in which knowledge 
inheres, there is no simultaneous production (of many acts of 
recollection]. 


An imperfect suggestion. 


a. ‘Knowledge,’—here the cause of a mnemonic impression,— 
in what portion it ‘inheres,’—since the conjunction of the Mind 
with that portion is what produces memory,—and since this is 
successive,—there is no simultaneousness of recollections :—such 
is the meaning.™ 


४. Others say that the word [here translated] ^ knowledge’ 
( jndna), according to the etymology which explains it as “ that 
by means of which something is known,” means here the mne- 
monic impression.t 


¢. He condemns this opiniont [conveyed in $97], 


नान्तः शरोरटत्तिलान्मनसः ॥ € ट । 


Aph, 98.—Not so, because it is within the 
body that the Mind has its function. 


£ 
a, What is alleged [in §97] is not proper, because the Mind 
‘has its function within the body,’ i. e., itis that of which the 


CRON 1 


* श्नं सृ खछारकारणं समवेतं यद वच्छेटेन तदवच्छटेन 
मनस्सप्निकषेस्य 'सूतयुत्पाद कत्वात्तसखच way «fa 
जीगपद्यमित्यथेः ॥ 


tran अनेनेति व्युत्पत्या ज्ञानपदं संखकारपरमितयन्ये ॥ 
‡ aa दूषयति ॥ 


He condemas this. 


BOOK TT. 1४ a 


function, viz., the operation which consists, in producing kuow- 
ledge, is within the body.* 


8. That is to say, this [notion, implied in §97, that memory 
may result from the conjunction of Mind with Soul even beyond 
_ the body,] is entirely a mistake, because the conjunction of Soul 
and Mind in any place apart from the body is no cause of know- 
ledge, that only being such cause which is within the limits of 
the body :—such is the import.t 


c. A partially informed person ponders a doubt.t 


साष्यलाद् तुः ५ € € ॥ 


Aph, 99.—This, [says some one] is no reason, be- 


A demur. ; 
cause it requires to be proved. 


a. The conjunction, within the limits of the body, of Soul and 
Mind, is not (to be admitted as] the cause [of knowledge], be- 
cause this ^ requires to be proved,’ 1. €; it is not an established 
fact,—there 1s no proof :—such 1s the import.§ 


b. An aphorism conveying the tenet | 

* Sh न युक्तं मनसः अन्तःशरौररेितात्‌ wr 
TUT टत्तिक्ञानजनकोभूते व्यापारो TS तत्वात्‌ ॥ 

† शरीरातिरि क्तावच्छदेनात्ममनेयोगख श्रानाहेतुला- 
"छरी रावच्छविस्य Sra तदाषतादवस्थ्यमिति भावः | 

‡ एकदेशो TET । 

§ शरौरावच्छत्रा्मभनेएयोगे न देतु; साध्यत्वात्‌ अखि- 
इवात्‌ मानाभावादिति मावः। 

॥ सि द्वान्त बम्‌ । 
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सरतः शरौरधारषोापपन्तर प्रतिषेधः I Loo | 

Aph. 100.—This is no objection, because the proof 
is that we find the supportmg of the body during 
reminiscence, 


The reply. 


a. The objection mentioned [at §99] is not proper, because 
there is a ‘ proof, i. e., an argument [for the fact] that the Mind, 
in Memory, does not quit the body], in the shape of ‘the sup- 
porting of the body during reminiscence ;’ otherwise, when the 
Mind was without, the body would not be supported, in the absence 
of effort, through there being [then} no conjunction of the Mind 
with the Soul within the limits of the body :—such is the import.* 


b, Again some one ponders a doubt.t 


न तदाशुगतिलान्मनसः ॥ ९ ०९.॥ 


Aph. 101.—Not that [proves that the Mind 
does not leave the body, suggests some onc], be- 
cause the Mind moves swiftly. 


Another demur, 


a. The sustaining of the body is not [४ proof that the Mind 
has not quitted it], because ‘the Mind moves swiftly,’ i. e., it 
returns quite quickly into the body.t 


6. He blames this.§ 


# 


* खक्ताप्रतिषेधा न युक्तः सरतः शरौरधारणर्ूपाया 
रपयत्तयक्तेरन्यथा मनसे! वददिभेवे शरो रावच्छिप्राममने- 
यागाभावेन प्रयत्नाभावे शरीरधारणं न स्यादिति भावः ॥ 

+ पुनः शङ्ते । 

t शरौराधारणं न मनसः ऋाशगतिताच्छघ्रमेव शरीर 
~ पराटन्तेः ॥ 

§ दूषयति i 
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न सरणकालानियमात्‌ WL OR | 


401. 102.—Not so, because there is no rule as 


The reply. हि र 
+ regards the duration of reminiscence. 


८ The quick returning of the mind is not to the purpose, be- 
` cause in reminiscence there is no rule as regards the time; some- 
times a thing is recollected quickly, sometimes moreover, through 
attention, with delay.* 


b. And you must not say that the attention belongs altoge- 
ther to the Mind while abiding within the body, but that 
the out-going takes place immediately antecedently to the re- 
collecting ;—because the body would not be supported for so 
long as the space of time for the several actions adapted to its 
out-going and re-cntering, &c. :—such is the import.t 


c. Another partially informed person blames the opinion of 
the partially informed person{ [in §97]. 


आल्मप्ररणयदच्छाक्ताभिश्च न सयागवि- 
त 
शलः॥ ९०३ 


An imperfect Aph, 103.—There 1s no such peculiar conjunction 
v1ew. 


निनि 


* मनसः शौपघ्रमागमनं न युक्तं सरणे कालनियमाभा- 
वात्‌ कदाचिच्छप्रं wet कदाचित्मरणिधानादिलम्बेना- 
पौति॥ 

† नच प्रणिधानं शरीरान्तः स्थितमनस एव वदहिनिगमलतु 
खारणाव्यवददितपुवैमेवेति वाच्यं । वद्दिमिगमान्ःप्रवेशा- 
नुक्रलक्रियाविभागादिकालकलापं यावच्छरोरधारशं म 
स्यादिति भावः। 

‡ एकदे शिमतमन्य एकटेशौ दूषयति ॥ 
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through the Soul’s sending {the Mind in search of what it wish- 
es to recollect], or, arbitrarily, or through its [the Mind’s] being 
cognizant. 


a. It is impossible there should be any peculiar conjunction of 
the Mind with any particular external locality,—for this could | 
not take place through the Soul’s sending it for the sake of te- 
collecting, for, as this presupposes a knowledge of what is to be 
remembered [—compare Plato—], it would be a case of recol- 
lecting even before [sending the Mind in search]; nor again 
{could this alleged conjunction of the Mind take place] ‘ arbitra- 
rily,’ i. ©. without a reason why ; for it is denied that anything 
happens without a reason why; nor again through the Mind’s 
being ‘ cognizant,’ i. e., through its being that which knows,— 
because it is not held that the Mind [—but the Soul—] is the 
knower.* 


6. Some one says that [the words which we have rendered] 
through sending, or arbitrarily, or through its being cognizant,” 
mean “ through effort, and desire, and knowledge;” but this is 
not the case, because [—since effort presupposes desire, and de- 
sire knowledge—] it would turn out that all the meaning is con- 
veyed by the term ‘effort’ alone,t [and that the other words are 
superfluous and tautological]. 


* वद्धिः प्रदेशविशेषे मनःसंथोगविरशेषा न aarafa | 
स दि न खुत्यथेमात्मप्रेरणेन तस्य स्मरणोयज्नानपूवेकतया 
प्रागेव स्मुत्यापत्तेः। नापि यदृच्छया अकस्मात्‌ आकसि- 
कलस्य निषेधात्‌! नापि मनसे ज्नतथा ज्ञातया मनसे 
न्ना्टत्वानभ्युपगमात्‌॥ 

† प्ेरणयडच्छान्नतामिः प्रयनेच्छान्नानेरित्यथे डति कञ्चि- 
ay मरयन्नेनेव चरिताथेलायततेः॥ 
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८. He disallows this* [that is alleged in & 1081. 


व्यासक्तमनसः पादव्यथनेन संयोगविशेष 
समानम्‌ ५९०४। 


The foregoing view Aph. 104,—It is the same as the particular 
disallowed. : + 4 hi : ४ 

conjunction, in the case of him that is rapt in 
mind, when he hurts his foot, 


a, In the case‘of one looking [intently] at dancing, or the like, 
when he hurts his foot with a thorn, or the like, as there takes 
place a conjunction of the Mind with that locality; just so is this 
also :—such is the import. Otherwise the alleged objections [in 
§103] would apply also to the conjunction of the Mind here [-- 
within the limits of the body as well as without]. If you say 
that, that [conjunction of the Mind, or dircction of the attention 
to the injured limb] is through the force of Action dependent on 
some particular desert, then it is just the same with the case in 
question also ;—such is the import.f 


©. He himsclf accounts for the non-simultancousness of recol- 
lections.{ 


प्रणिधानलिङ्गादिज्ञानानामयुगपन्चावाद्युगपः 
दस्मरणम्‌॥ LOY I 


नि पि ०111।11।10 1 


† त्यादिकं पर्यतः कण्टकादिना पादव्ययनेन az 
च्छेदेन मनरूंयागेः यथा जायते तथैव तद पीति भावः \ 
इतरया तज मनखंयोगे AAT: स्युः! Weefayanr 
धीनकमेवशादसाविति Geet प्रकते ऽपौति भावः। 

‡ सरणायेगपदयं खयमुपपादर्थति । 
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Why acts of memory are Aph. 105.—Recollections are not simul- 
not simultaneous. = 

ह tarfeous, because [efforts of] attention, and 
the knowledge of signs, &c., are not simultaneous. 


a. * Attention’ (pranidhdna) means the direction of the mind 
to one point,—in short the desire to recollect. The ‘knowledge 
of a sign’ means an awakener [of memory]. The expression, 
“&c.”, immediately after these awakeners, is to be joined on af- 
ter the “knowledge.” Since this is successive, recollection is 
successive. And if awakeners are simultaneous, [—e. g., when 
the recollection is of a complex fact—], itis to be understood 
that we quite agree that then the recollection embraces as ma- 
ny objects [as are simultaneously suggestcd],—as in the case of 
the knowledge of words, &c.,* [where several words simultane- 
ously concur in calling up the complex import of a sentence]. 


8. But then [some one may say], since Desire, &c., are quali- 
ties of the Mind, since [again] they are products of knowledge, 
and since it is through their having the same substratum [28 
knowledge] that they [viz., Desire and knowledge] stand in the 
relation of product and cause, how is knowledge a quahty of the 
Soul {and not of the Mind] ? In regard to this doubt, there is 
an aphorism conveying a tenet.f 


* प्रणिधानं fare सुरेति यावत्‌। लिङ्गन्नानं 
खद्ाघकं। यद्वाधकानामानन्त्यादादिषरं ज्ञानात्परते ये- 
जनोयं | तस्य कमात्‌ स्मरणकमः। यदि च युगपद्वोधकानि 
तदा तावद्िषयकस्मरणमिष्यत एव वथा पट्ज्ञानाटाविति 
मन्तव्यम्‌ ॥ ; 

‡ नन्िच्छादीनां ननोधमेलात्तेषां न्नानजन्यलात्‌ सा- 
मानाधिकर्येनच AA कथेकारणभावात्तथं ज्नानस्यात्म- 
गुखत्वमित्याश्ड्यां सिद्ान्तदजम्‌ ॥ 
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जरखयेच्छादेषनिमित्ततादारम्भनिद्त्योाः ॥ ९.०९ ५ 


Desire, Sc., are qualities Aph. 106.—They belong to the knower, 
of the Soul. ¢ ‘ 

because commencing and leaving off are 
caused by Desire and Aversion. 

a. Nesire, &c., belong to ‘the knower,’ i. €. the possessor of 
knowledge, viz., Soul. He states the reason, viz., ‘because 
commencing and leaving off are caused by Desire and Aversion,’ 
i. €. because doing and forbcaring are products of Desire and 
Aversion, and knowledge, as having the same receptacle with 
them (—for else were this impossible—], is the cause of these, 
[viz., of Desire and Aversion] :—such is the import.* 


b. Or the meaning is,—becausc they are caused by Desire and 
Aversion, which belong to the knower, 1. e., to that tu which 
knowledge belongs. And so the fact that knowledge, desire, and 
3011, have the same receptacle, 18 not un-established,t [— 
though this was charged against our theory at $105, 0]. 


c. But then, grant that they have the same receptacle,—pon- 
Jers the Chdérvdka,—yet their receptacle is only the form of the 
sody,—an aggregate of earthy or other atoms.f 


1 





 रम्भनिरत्येरिच्छदेषनिमित्ततादिति । प्रटत्निनिरत्ये- 
` रिच्छादरेषजन्यत्वात्तनच सामानधिकरएयेन ज्ञानस्य रेतुत्व- 
fafa ara: t 

† यद्या we saat याविच्छादेषो तन्निमित्तता- 
(दित्ये | तथाच ज्ुनेच्छाप्रयन्नानां सामानाधिकरणं 
+"नासिद्धम्‌ t 

‡ नन्वस्तु तेषां सामानाधिकरण्यं परन्तु तेषामधिक्ररणशं 
"कायाकारः पार्थिवादिपरमाणुपण्ड एवेति चावाकः शङ्कते A 


74 TILE NYAYA APHORISMS OF GAUTAMA. 


तबिङ्गतवादिष्छादषयेः urfearae- 
प्रतिषेधः ॥ ९ ०७ ॥ 


Aph. 107.—It is not to be denied 
f—says the materialist—] that these ex- 
ist in what consist of earth, or the like, because Desire and Aver- 
sion are indicated by those same [commencings and leavings 
off | 

a. It is not to be denied that knowledge, &c., eaist in ‘ what 
eonsist of earth, or the like,’ i. e., 1४ bodies [—earthy, watery, 
aerial, or fiery—];—why?—‘ because desire and aversion are 
indicated by those,’ i. e., are indicated by commencing and 
leaving off—-[see §106],—and these two [species of voluntary 
effort] are indicated by particular gestures,—and gesture is prov- 
ed by immediate evidence to belong to the body :—such is the 
import.* 


Opinion of the matervalist. 


४. Seeking to clear up this, he states an objectiont [to the 
view taken in §107]. 


परश्वादिष्वारम्भनिटत्तिद शेनात्‌॥ Lot | 


An objection to the Aph. 108.—|This cannot be allowed,} be- 
matertalistic view. 


८६०5९ we sce commencements and leavings off 
in axes and the like. m 


a. We should find it established [were we to accept the rea- 
soning in §107—] that there is knowledge, &c, in axes, and the 
like,—because [in the case of these] we see particular actions 


* पायिवाद्येषु ठ दषु states प्रतिषेधः | कतः। इच्छा- 
देषयेललिङ्लादरम्भनिटत्तिलिङ्गकलात्तयाः चे्छविरेष- 
लिङ्गकलाचे्टायाश्च शरोर प्र्यश्तसिदलादिति भावः ॥ 

+ समापि्पः प्रतिबस्विमाइ ।॥ 
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which might Jead us to infer [voluntary effort directed towards] 
commencement and leaving off :—therefore, that particular move- 
ments are the result of voluntary effort must be through some 
other relation than that of inherence,—because of the straying 
away (of movement unaccompanied by any voluntary effort, inhe- 
ring jn or originating in the axe] :—such is the import.* 


b. He explains the matter according to his own view.t 
watt 


निवमानियमेा तु तदि शेषकै । ९०९ ॥ 


ea between Spirit 420. 109.—But the rule and the reverse 
t * ॥ ॐ ° 
॥ ye ce of the rule are what distinguish these two. 


a. ‘What distinguish the two,’ ३. ८, what distinguish, or dif- 
ference from one another, the two, viz., Soul and Not-soul,—are 
‘the rule and the reverse of the rule,’ i. e., the rule that the pro- 
duction takes place through intimate {and not some mediate] 
relation, and the reverse of this. It is through intimate relation 
that knowledge and desire, &c., are propertics of Soul; and it 
is through (the mediate relation of] its being their circumscriber 
that within the Body these have the relation of product and pro- 
ducer; and in an axe, or the like, motion is through its [the 
axe’s| being the olject [not the originator] of effort. But in 
reality it is merely gesture that is the gencrator of motion in an 
axe, or the like; there is no proof that its cause is effort,t [—for 
the arm that wielded it may have been involuntarily convulsed}. 


1 
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a ep apes Unt ००५ 


* आरम््निटत्यनुमापकक्रियाविशेषद शनात्‌ परश्वा- 
दिषु ज्नानादिसिद्धिप्रसङ्गः। तस्मात्कियाविशेषाणां प्रयल्ला- 


दिजन्यतं सम्बम्धान्तरंण नतु समवायेन व्यसिचारादिति 
भावः । 


† खमते व्युत्पादयति । 
‡ तदि शेषक्तै तयोक्चेतना वेतनयेोर्विशेषक्ते इतरव्यावनै- 
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b. He states another reason why Desire, &c., are, not qualities 
of the Mind.* 


यथोक्त देतुलात्‌ पारतन्यात्‌ खङताभ्ागमाच्च न 
मनसः ULL fl 


Distinction between Mind Aph. 110. They do not belong to the 
+. Mind, because they are caused as afore- 
said, because it is subject to another, and because it is from one’s 
own deeds that one has fruition. 


a, Supply ^ Desire, and the rest.” = ^ Because they are caused 
as aforesaid,’ 1. e., because knowledge and desire, &c., stand in 
the relation of cause and effect through their having the same 
substratum, [which has been shown, in Section III, to be the 
Soul]. ‘ Because it is subject to another ;’—since the Mind is an 
assistant of Soul, Desire and the rest are not qualities of this [sub- 
ordinate]. ‘From one’s own decds,’ i. €.) from the actions done 
by oneself. ‘Fruition,’ 1. €. experience. And this [experience], 
if Effort, &c., belonged to the Mind, could not take place,—be- 
cause experience {in the shape of reward or punishment] does 
not come from the deeds done by another, nor can experience, 
moreover, belong to the Mind [—which we have supposed, for 
the sake of argument, to be the agent—], because it is just the 
experiencer,—the partaker of bondage or liberation,—that,is meant 





a निवमानियमेा समवायन जन्यतानिवमतदभावै । 
समवायेन HAS al चेतनधमेलाद वच्छेद कतया च शरीरे 
तेषां नन्यजनकभावः UsTel यल्नविषयतया किया । 
वस्तुतस्तु वेव परश्रादिक्रियाजनिका यनत्नादेखदधेतुते ar 
नाभावः ।॥ 

* इच्छाटौनां मनागुणतवाभावे युन्रयन्तरमाइ । 
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by the word. Soul,—there being no proof that there is any other 
Soul than this [which we mean when we speak*of the experiencer 
of bondage and liberation]. Moreover these [—viz., Mind and 
Soul—] are not one and the same ;—the Soul has magnitude, 
because it is adapted to the perception of pleasure, &c.; and the 
Mind is atomic, as is proved by the argument which proved its own 
existence* [as the subject to which this atomic character belong- 
ed ;—see 8. I. §16]. 


b. He winds vp in regard to their being qualities of Soul + 


परिशषाद्ययोक्तदेतृपपनतेश्च ॥ LLY ॥ 


Aph. 111.—And since the aforesaid arguments 


Recapitulateon. j 
¢ are established exclusively. 


a. Supply—Desire and the rest are qualities of Soul. He 
states the reason, since ‘ exclusively,’ 1. e., to the exclusion of 
the arguments for its being the Body, or the like,—‘the afore. 
said arguments,’ viz., such as “ Because through both Sight and 


me ereteenee: 








~^ inte sire ००००००० 


* इच्छादय इति शेषः। ययाक्तदेतुलात्‌ ज्रानेच्छादीनां 
सामानाधिकरण्येन कायेकारणमभावात्‌। पारतन्त्यात्‌ मन- 
सश्वेतनसदकारितवादिच्छादया न ART: | खढतात्खयं- 
कतात्कमेणः। अभ्यागमो भोगः | स मनसे Aarfeaw न 
स्यात्रद्यन्यक्षतात्कमैेणो AT | न बामोगो ऽपि मनसः 
मेक्तुबेन्भमाच्ादिभागिन एवात्मलवात्तदित्र आत्मनि साना- 
भावात्‌। आत्मनः सुखादिसात्चातकारानरोधाग्मदच्वं मन- 
सञ्च धमिदयादकमानादणएत्वमते ऽपि नेक्धम्‌ १ 

T आत्मगुणत्वमुपसंहरति । 








78 THE NYAYA APHGRISMS OF GAUTAMA. 


Touch, we apprehend a single object,” [$1,] and the like,—‘ are 
established,’ i. e., are Congruous.* 

6. That memory is a quality of Soul, though established by the 
meaning of the term [when properly looked into], he sets forth 
separately, with a view to the clearness of the pupil’s understand- 
ing.t 

सारणा लात्मने ज्ञष्वाभाव्यात्‌ UALR 


400. 112.—But memory belongs to 
Memory belongs to Soul. the Soul, because it is of the essence of 
that which knows. 


a. The “but” means “ moreover.” ‘Because it 18 of the es- 
sence of that which knows,’ 1, e., it is of the essence of that which 
is the possessor of knowledge. For, the essence of the Soul is 
ats being the possessor of what is constituted by the genus of 
knowledge, and as Memory is constituted [what it is] by the genus 
of knowledge, [i.e., by being a kind of knowledge], it is settled 
by the sense of the terms that it [Memory] is a property there- 
of,t [1. €. of Soul]. 


6. In order to clear away [the mistaken notion of] the simul- 
taneousness of recollections, the argument assigned [at §105] 


* इच्छछादिकमात्मगृण sate: | Stare परिशेषात्‌ 
शरीराटितुनिरासात्‌ ययाक्तदेतनां ट शेनस्पशेनाभ्यामे 
काथंग्रदणादित्यादीनां पपत्तेः उपपन्नलात्‌ t 

† सखुतेरात्मगूणएतमथेसिद्रमपि शिष्यन द्धिवैशब्याय एथ- 
ग््यत्पादयति । 

‡ तुरष्यर्थे। न्रखाभाव्यात्‌ ज्ञानवत्खाभाव्यात्‌। च्रान- 


लावच्छित्रव्छं दयात्मनः खभावः aay ज्नानलावच्छिश्र- 
लात्तदमैलवमयाद्िद़म्‌ ॥ 
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was the successiveness of its awakeners, Attention and the rest. 
With reference to this he exhibits Attention ayd the rest.* 


प्रणिधाननिबम्ाभ्यासलि ङ्लक्षणसादश्यपरि यरडाय- 
चाथितसम्बन्धानन्तथैवियोगेककायेविरोधातिशय- 
प्राभिव्यवधानसुखद्‌ःखेच्छादेषभयायिलक्रिया- 
रागधमाधमैनिमित्तेम्यः ॥ ९९२ ॥ 


Aph. 113.—[{Memory is awakened] by 
the following causes, viz., Attention, Con- 
catenation, Study, Signs, Marks, Likeness, Possexsion, Refuge 
and Refugee, Relation, immediate Subsequency, Absence, Simi- 
larly employed, Opposition, Frequency, Receiving, Covering, 
Pleasure and Pain, Desire and Aversion, Fear, Wealthiness, Mo- 
tion, Affection, Merit and Demerit. 


Awzkeners of Memory. 


a The word “ Memory” is borrowed [from §105]. The word 
‘‘ cause” which [in this aphorism] is heard following the aggre- 
gative compound, 1s indifferently in construction with each term, 
severally + 


b. ° Attention’ (pranidhdna) is the hindering the mind’s moves 
ing away to some other object ठ 


c. ‘Concatenation,’ (nibandha) means the association of context 
in the same compvusition :—for example, by the word “ Proof’ 


| 1 





ज जभ म He 1 ति 1 








# खुतेयीगपद्यसमाधानाएय प्रणिधानारौनामुद्वधकार्नां 
क्रमे दतुरक्तस्तच प्रणिधानारौनि द शैयति। 

† स्मरणमित्यनुवकते | निमित्तशन्दस्य wart चतस्य 
प्रत्येकमभेटेनान्वयः | | 

‡ प्रणिधानं मनसे विषयान्तर सच्चारवारण्म्‌। 


, 80 THE NYAYA APHORISMS OF 64714 ४ ^. 


(the first word in Book I, §1], one remembers “Thing proved,” 
{which is the next word in the aphorism,] and so on * 


d. ‘Study’ /abhydsa) means a multiplicity of impressionst 
confirming the first impression by force of repetition]. 


€, A ‘Sign’ (linga), that which is constantly accompanied, re- 
minds us of what constantly accompanies it.f 


f. A ‘Mark’ (lakshana), as the monkey-standard, or the like, 
[reminds us] of Arjuna, or the like.§ 


g. + Likeness,’—-of person, or the like. || 


h. ‘Possession’ (parigraha) means making one’s own :—it 
means here the relation of property and owner :—by either of 
these we are reminded of the other.¢ 


i. The ‘Refuge and Refugee’ (dsraya and dsrita), asa king 
and his attendants, reciprocally call one another to mind.** 


7, ‘Relation’ (sambandha), as the relation of preceptor and 
disciple, and the like. This is meutioncd separately [—though 
there are various instances of relation in the present list—], on 


| "क = ~~~ +~" ~ ~~~ ~~~" "न> 


* निबम्ध एकग्रन्यापनिबभ्धनं यथा प्रमाणेन प्रमेया- 
दिस्लरणम्‌। 

† अभ्यासः संस्कार बाह्स्यम्‌ । 

‡ लिङ्ग व्याप्यं व्यापकस्य स्मारकम्‌ tt 

$ लक्षणं यथा कपिधृजादि अज॒नादेः । 

॥ सादृश्य टेडाटेः। 

7 परिग्रहः सौ कारलस्य खखामिभावो ऽथे; तदेकतरे 
णान्यतरस्मरणम्‌ ॥ 

** आख्यात राजादि तत्परिजनेः UCR के ॥ 
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the same principle as “Kine and bulls,”* [where the bulls, 
though comprised nnder the cow-kind, are mntioned, qxoris 
causd, separately | 


k. ‘Immediate Subsequency’ (dxanfarya), as of sprinkling 
. [the rice to be employed in some sacrificial operation], and 
pounding (the rice, immediately afterwards, in 9 wooden mortar, 
to free it from the husk], and the like.+ 

l. ‘ Absence,’ as of a wife, &e.,t [which makes one think of 
her] 

m. Those ‘similarly employed,’ as [fellow} disciples, &c., reci- 
procally call to mind one another.§ 


n. From ‘ Opposition,’ the snake and ichneumon, and the like, 
cajl to mind one another. || 


o. ‘Distinction,’—an influence [of some ceremony], as the 
investiture with the sacrificial string, calls to mind, e. g., the 
preceptor [who officiates on such occasions]. 


p. ‘Receiving,’ of wealth, &c., reminds us of the giver.** 


ध. A ‘Covering,’ is what hides ;--thus a sheath, or the like, 
{reminds us] of a sword, or the like.t+ 


1 11 _ ~ ~ न न etn merc 


* सम्बन्धा गरुशिष्यभावारिः। गादषन्यायात्‌ एग क्तः 4 
† आनन्तय प्राच्तणावघातादेः ॥ 

‡ वियोगे यथा दारादेः। 

§ एक काये अन्तेवासिप्रष्टतयः परस्परस्मारकाः। 

॥ विरोधाद्‌ हिन कलादेरन्यतरेणापर स्मरणम्‌ ॥ 

7 खतिशयः संस्कार उपनयनादिराचाथादिस्मारकः । 
** प्रापरिधेनादेद्ातारं स्ारयति। 

tt व्यवधघानमावरणं यथा UHI: arate | 
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r. By one or other of the two, Pleasure and Pain, the other is 
called to mind ; or by these two the occasioner thereof * [ is call- 
ed to mind]. 


ॐ, ‘Desire and Aversion’ remind us of that in respect of which 
they are entertained.t 


t. ‘Fear’ reminds us of death, and the like, or of some reason 
for fear.t{ 


u. ‘Want,’ [reminds us] of a bestower,§ [who can supply our 
wants]. 


४, ‘Motion,’ of a branch or the like, [reminds us} of the wind, 
or the like [which occasions the action].| 


w. From ‘ Affection,’ or fondness, there is recollection ofa 
son, &c.{ 


x. Through ‘Merit and Demerit,’ finally, there is recollection 
of causes of joy and sorrow experienced in another birth, and of 
the joy, &c, previously experienced.** 


y. And among the things mentioned [in the aphorism], some 


# 


^ स्तुखदूःखयेोरन्यतरेणापरस्य ताभ्यां तत्प्रयोजकसय वा 
सरणम्‌! | 

† Sweat यदिषयकतया TAA नस्य AAT । 

‡ भयं मरणारेभयरेतेाभा स्मारकम्‌ । 

§ अयित दातुः । 

॥ शाखाटे; करिया वायादेः। 

7 रागात्मीतेः Tate: स्मरणम्‌ । 

+^ धमेाधमेभ्यां जन्मान्रानुभूतसुखदःखसाधनयेोः प्रा- 
गानुभूतसुखारेश्च स्मरणशमिति। 
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are really of themselves awakeners [of memory], and some are 
awakeners if imagined,—(just as a fire burns, without reference 
to our thoughts, while, on the other hand, the notion that there 
is a tiger, even when there is none, raises alarm]; and this de- 
_ tail (—which is unusual in an aphorism —] is for the edification 
of the disciple.* 


z. Here ends the section on understanding’s being a quality of 
Soul ¢ 


aa, It was stated [under §96] that (one act of] understanding 
is put an end to by ‘another act of] understanding; and this 
may be the case provided that it be proved that it [viz., under- 
standing or knowledge,]is the counter-entity to a destruction 
which takes place at the third instant [of the existence of the 
thing destroyed,—one instant being allotted to its production, 
and at least a second instant to its continuance—-]; therefore 
what has to be made out is that understanding [thus] perishes 
as soon as produccd. In regard to this we have an aphorism con- 
veying a tenet | 


were ~ te ee So 


SECTION XIII. 


How KNowLepGe PERISHES AS PRODUCED. 


कमानवस्थायिग्रइणात्‌ ॥ ९९४ ॥ 


The transitorinese 420. व ¢ it 
1 ph. 114 Because we apprehend it to be 
transitory hke Action. 


* उक्तधुच किञ्छित्खरूपसक्किच्चि चच श्रातमुदधोधकं शि- 
WATTS मायचायं प्रपच्चः ॥ 

† समाप्रं बुन्ञात्मगुणलप्रकरश्षम्‌॥ 

‡ बुडवं न्तराद्विनाश सक्तः! सच तीयकधवर्भिधवस- 
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a. That is to say, because we apprehend (through conscious- 
ness] the transitoriness of knowledge like that of Action.* 


b. Some one doubtst :-~ 


अव्यक्तग्रइणमनवस्थायिलादियुरंघाते रूपाव्यक्ता 
ग्रडणवत्‌॥ LLY ॥ 


Anh. 115.—From its transitoriness [--1 we 
were to grant it—says some one], there should 
be indistinct apprehension [in the case of every cognition], just 
as there is indistinct apprehension of colour [or of coloured from] 
during a flash of lightning. 


An objection. 


u. If knowledge were instantly perishable, it could not appre- 
hend any object pecularized by an indefinite number of 
cognizable distinctive properties,—just asin the case of the 
apprehending of anything during a flash of lightning ;—and 
this is not the case [—because such things are apprehended] ;— 
therefore it is not so [—that knowledge is transitory as a flash 
of lightning—] ; such 18 the meaning.f 


b. He replies$ :— 





ufaarfrafast स्यादत बुद्धरुत्पप्रापवगिलं व्युत्पाद- 
नौयं । aa सिदान्तदधचम्‌॥ 


* कमेव देरनवस्छायित्वग्रडखादिति। 

+ wed 

t बुदियेद्याभुविनाशिनो स्यादयाम्याशेषविशेषधमेषिशि- 
धमिग्राहिणी न स्याद्विदय्छम्पातकालोनवलुग्रडशवत्‌ | 
AT तस्मात्र तयेत्यथेः ॥ 

§ खन्तरयति ॥ 
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रदेतुपादानात्मतिषेधव्याभ्बनुच्चा ॥ ९.९९ ॥ 


न 420. 116.—By taking this argument, you ४९. 
ee knowledge that which you had undertaken to disprove- 


a. "An acknowledgment of ‘what thou hadst undertaken to 
disprove,’ viz., that knowledge is momentarily perishable, has 
been made by thee,—by taking, as what was to prove the point, 
an argument in the shape of the example of the {knowledge du- 
ring a] flash of lightning [—see ए. $. §26] ;—and thus thou dost, 
in respect of that part, contradict thyself,—such is the import.* 


¢, Assuming, then, that, according to that example [of the 
flash of lightning] other cognitions are un-permanent, he says, 
in regard to thist :— 


न uetafs ;सन्तत्यभिव्यक्तग्रहणवन्तदगदणमनवस्छा- 
faa far x_n 


Aph. 117.—Nay [—say not that clear’ 
knowledge is therefore impossible, for]— 
even though it [knowledge] be un-permanent, through it there is 
[clear] apprehension, as there is distinct apprehension through 
the constant succession of the (momentarily perishing] rays of 
a lamp. 


An objection anticipated. 


a. As there is distinct apprehension through the continuously 


* प्रतिषेदव्यस्य बु देराशविनाशिलस्याभ्यमुन्ना लया कता 
विद्यु्म्यातदष्टान्तरूगरस्य इतेः साधकस्योपाङानात्‌ । 
तथाचांशते बाध इति भावः। 

† we तदि तदृ्टान्तेनान्यासां बुद्रौनाममबस्छायित्वमि- 
त्यजा । 
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streaming rays of a lamp, though these be not permianent, so 
may it be in the other instance also. The knowledge which is 
produced in the case of a flash of lightning [—§115, a.—], is dis- 
tinct in respect of its own object [—or so far as it goes] ;—such is 
the import.* 


b. Here ends the section on the perishing of knowledge as 
soon as produced.t 


c. Now there is a section on understanding’s not being a quality 
of the Jody. And you are not to say that, because this has been 
proved already [in section 3d. of the present Book], 1t ought not 
to be entered upon here; because, through such cognitions as 
“J, who am fair [in complexion of body], do know,” &c., a doubt 
1s thrown on our arguments in regard to this; therefore, with a 
view to setting forth this matter explicitly, he states the source 


of the doubt. 


SON AOD OP LN POLL LOIN PPL LOLOL Nat 


SECTION XIV. 


How KNOWLEDGE 18 NO QUALITY OF THE BODY. 


~ “~ ~\ 9 
द्रव्ये खगुणपरगुणेापलब्धेः संशयः ॥ ९.९. ८ ॥ 
५ ०१९९ be a quality Aph. 118,—From our pefceiving, 
9 in a substance, the qualities of itself 


* यथा प्रदीपाचिषां सन्तन्वमानानामनवस्छायित्वे car 
भिव्यक्तग्रहणं तथान्यबापि aa विद्युचम्पातस्ले या 
बुद्धिरुत्पन्ना सा खविषये arate ATH: ॥ 

+ समापनं बुदधेरत्पन्नापवगितवप्रकरशम्‌ 

" ‡ अथ बुद्धः शरोरगुणल्वाभावप्रकरणं। नच प्रागेव 
तश्िदेरनारम््णोयमेतत्‌ गरो oe जानानीत्याद्यन्‌भवेन 


and of others, there arises a doubt [whether thisor that quality 
belong to it or not]. 9 

a. From our perceiving, ‘in a substance,’ 8, g., in sandal-wood, 
—a ‘quality of itself,’ €. g., colour,—and a ‘quality of another,’ 
8. g., cold—[which is held to be proper to water but adscititious 
in the'case of other substances},—so likewise, from our perceiv- 
ing, in the Body, colour, &c. [which are proper to it], and warmth 
{which is heid to be peculiar to fire], the doubt arises whether 
knowledge, or the like, be a quality of the Body or not.* 


6. The aphorism of the tenet in regard to this point. 


यावच्छरोरभावित्वादूपादौ नाम्‌॥ ALE ॥ 


Knowledge how not a quality Anh. 119.—Because Colour, &e. [—~ 
of the Body. a ९ 

the proper qualities of the Body], exist 
as long as the Body. 

a, At the commencement, the clause, “Intellect is not a quae 
lity of the Body,” is supplied by the author of the Bhdshya,— 
meaning that it is not a distinctive quality of the Body.t 

6. The form of the confutation is as follows:—‘ Were know- 
ledge, or the like, a distinctive quality of the Body, it would re- 





1 क 1 0 क 1 त Rate 


तन्षाघकानामाभासौकरणादता विशिष्य aga 
संशयवीजमाह्‌। 

* द्वये चन्दनादो खगुणस्य रूपादेः परगुणस्य Wey 
गरहादेवं शरीरे रूपादेराष्स्यव ग्रहादुद्मादिः शरौरगणे 
नवेति संशयः ॥ 

† aa सि दइान्तशख्जम्‌। 

‡ न शरीरगुषश्चतनेति आदि भाष्यत; पुरणं । न 
शरौरविशेषगृण ay: | 
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main as long as the Body,-—as Colour, or the like does.’ And 
the argument elaborated out of this is,—‘ knowledge, or the like, 
is not a distinctive quality of the Body, because it does not re- 
main as long as the Body,—as Sound, or the like, (does not re- 
main] ;”’—-or, contrariwise, as colour, or the like,* [does remain]. 


८, And “not to remain as long as the substance,” is (—in the 
case of any quality—] to be the counter-entity to a non-cxistence, 
for, in other words, to be that of which there is an emergent 
non-existence] contemporaneous with what is held to be the sub- 
stratumt [of the quahty in question]. 


d. He considers the doubt whether this argument would prove 
too much, according to the opinion that it is the aggregate [and 
not the atoms] that undergoes maturation.{ 


न पाकजगुणान्तरे त्पन्तेः ॥ ९.२० । 


40. 120.—Nay—(says the objec- 


Th ent objected to. a 
(1. tor], because other qualities, produced 


by maturation, arise. 


a. That 18 to say,—the alleged reason is not proper, because 
it proves too much, since there are, in the case of the Body, 





* अयं तकाकारः | बुज्ञादिकं शरौ रविशेषगुणः स्थाद्या- 
दच्छरोरभावि स्थात्‌ रूपादिवत्‌। तत्परिग्कायेच्चानुमानं | 
बुद्यादिकं न शरोरविशेषगुणः । अयावदृव्यभाविलात्‌ । 
शन्दवत्‌। व्यतिरेके | START । 


t अयावहूव्यभाविलन्च चआाञ्रयलामिमतकालौमनाश- 
प्रतियोगित्वम्‌ + 


‡ पिठरपाकमते व्यभिचारमाशङ्ते । 


BOOK पपठ, §14, ॐ 


Colour, &e., dependent on maturation,* (—-so that Colour, not 
existing co-extensively with the Body, should , be no distinctine 
property of the Body, according to the reasoning in §119]. 


8. An aphorism conveying the tenet.t 
.परतिददम्िसिदेः पाकजानासप्रतिषेधः॥ ९९९ ॥ 


गा 400. 121 —This is no objection, because what 
< reply. ult from maturation exist in some opposite. 


a. Though colour produced by maturation be possible in a jar, 
or the like, because those [colours, &c.,] that are produced by 
maturation take place ‘in some opposite,’ i, e., in another body 
corresponding to the former body (—the baked jar being another 
body than the unbaked jar—],—yet it is not possible in respect 
of the [human] Body, because the parts of the Body, the skin, 
&e., are necessarily destroyed by any instance of contact with 
firet [—such as brings out the red colour in a jar]. 


¢, But others say, that, he is stating another reason why it 
[knowledge] ig not a quality of Body,—when he says fin relation 
to some opposite,’ &e. Of what (colours, &c.,] result from matura- 
tion, the ‘ opposite’ is some different previous colour, or the like, 
_-because there is no difference of colour whilst the one colour 








ene it AE AEE OTA AGA, 


` * शरीरे पाकाधौनरूपादिना व्यमिचाराब्नाक्तं साधनं 
यक्तमित्यथेः \ । 

+ सिडान्तखजम्‌ ॥ 

‡ पाकजानां प्रतिद्वन्िनि पूर्वशरौरपरतिरूपके शरौरा- 
नरे सिद्धः षरा पकजरूपसम्भवे ऽपि शरोर न APTA: 
शरीरएवयवानाच्वमेादौनामध्रिषंयोगविशेषेण ATTA 


कलात्‌ । 
L 
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continues; but in the present case, since, even whilst the coz- 
nition is but one, at the second instant [—in consequence of the 
momentariness of knowledge—§114—] it is another cognition 
that arises, knowledge, or the like [—thus differing from colour, 
&¢c.,—] is no distinctive quality of the Body :—such is the mean: 
ing.* 
6. He mentions another reason.t 
शरोरन्यापिल्वात्‌॥ ९९२॥ 


Another reason. Aph. 122,—Because they pervade the body. 


a. Supply—the distinctive qualities of the Body. But know- 
ledge, pleasure, &c., do not pervade the body, because it is within 
the limits of the heart, &c., that these affect us | 


b. Some one doubts.§— 


न केशनखादिव्वनुपलबम्धेः ॥ ९.२३ ॥ 


Aph, 123.—Not 80, because these are not found in 


A doubt. : ‘ 
. the hair and nails, &c. 


^ कन्ये तु शरीरगुणत्वाभावे ₹ेलन्तरमाद प्रतिद्रन्द्रीति। 
पाकजानां पृवैरूपादिकं प्रतिद्धग्दरि विरोधि एकस्मिन्‌ रूपे 
विद्यमाने रूपान्लराभावात्‌ प्रकते त्वेकस्िन्‌ Tet सत्यपि 
द्ितीयचणे श्नानान्तरोत्यने्नानादिकं न शरीरविशेषगुण 
TTT: | 

† Sa@ATATE । 

‡ शरोरविशेषगृणानामिति we) श्रानसुखादिकन 
न शरोरव्यापकं इदटयावच्छेदेन तदानुभविकलारिति 
भावः 4 

§ देशयति । 


BOOK Mil. 614. v1 


a. The colour, &c., of the Body [—says the objector—] do 
not pervade their receptacle,—because the bedily fair colour, 
touch, &., are not found in the hair, the nails, &c.:-—such is 


the meaning.* 


९, He censures this.t 


त्वकपयेन्नत्वाच्छरीरस्य केशनसखादिष्वप्रसङ्गः॥ ९९४ tl 


400. 124,—These [qualities of the Body} are not 
met with in the hair, and the nails, &c., because 
what belongs [distinctively] to the Body is only as far ag the 
cuticle. 


The reply. 


a, This 18 plain.{ 
¢. He mentions another reason.§ 


शरौरगणवैधम्धोत्‌ ।॥ ९२१५ ॥ 


400, 125.—Because it is of another charac- 
ter than the qualities of the Body. 


Another reason. 


a. Knowledge is not a quality of the Body, ‘because it is of 
another character than the qualities of the Body,’ i. e., because, 
whilst it is uncognizable by the external senses, it is yet cogné- 


नि 11 


* शरीररूपादेराखयव्यापकलं न शारोरस्य गेरङ्प- 
शादे: केशनखादावनुपलम्धे रिष्यथेः | 

+ दलयति । 

+ Weal | 

§ हेत्वन्तरमाह \ 

॥ बुद्िने शरोरगुणः शरोरगुणवैधम्थात्‌। afefafie- 
यावद्यल्े सति वेद्यत्वात्‌ ॥ 
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8, Some one objects.* 


न ङ्पादौनामितरेतसैधम्धान्‌ ॥ ९९६१ 


400. 126.—Not so,—because colours, &c., are 


An objection. heterogeneous in respect of one another. 


८, What you have alleged (—says the objector—} is not pro- 
per, ‘because colours, &c., are heterogeneous in respect of one 
another,’—and so, at that rate, Touch, &c., should not be qua- 
lities of the Body, because they are not visible ;—and so what 
you have alleged is useless :—such is the import. 


४. He clears up this.t— 
एद्धियकलवादूपादौनामप्रतिषेध \ ॥ ९२७॥ 


_ Aph, 127.—There is no objection to colour, &c., 
{as being qualities of the Body], because these are 
sensible. 


The reply. 


a, There is no objection that colour, &c., should be qualities 
of the Body :—why?—‘ because these are sensible’;—i. e., be- 
cause, though this or that quality differ from another in so far 
as it is not apprehensible by this or that sense-organ, they do 
not possess that distinction from ltodily quality simply, which 
Knowledge does possess, viz., of being cognizable though not 
cognizable by any external sense :—such 18 the import.§ 


* aifaufa 

tara aa रूपादीनां परस्परवैधम्धात्‌। तथाच 
तद्रीत्या शख्खशादीनां शरोरगुणलवं न्‌ स्याद aT TATA 
चोक्तमप्रयाजकमिति भवः + 

‡ 'समाधक्ते। 

§ ङपादीनां न शरोरगणलप्रतिथेधः। कतः । रे्धि- 
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४. Here ends the section on understanding’s being other than 
a quality of the Body.* 

८ Now for the examination of Mind (manas/, the turn of 
which has arrived. In regard to this, there being the doubt 
whether the Mind be one to each Body, or whether there be a 
pentad of minds, inasmuch as it is a fellow-worker with the 
Sight, &c.,—the prim facié view being this that a pentad of 
Minds is what is proper, and that thus, from the conjunction of 
all the [five] minds in each instance, separate continuance and 
simultaneousness [of conceptions! would be explicable,—we have 
(in regard to this point] an aphorism conveying the tenet.t 


SECTION XV. 


Enquiry CONCERNING THE Munp. 


QAMAMAM SH मनः UL LE 


Aph. 128.—The Mind /manas/) is one, 


The untty of the Mind. : : 
—because cognitions are not simultaneous. 











यकल्वात्‌ । तन्ति द्धियाग्राद्यललचषणतत्तहुणवै धर्म्य ऽपि 
शरोर मु एत्वा वच्छितरवैधम्येख्य वद्दिरिद्धियाय्राद्यल्वं सति 
ग्रा द्यतस्याभावात्‌। Tare तद्छस्वादिति भावः। 

* समाम बद्धः थरीरगुणभेद परकर णम्‌ १ 

† खथ RANI AUT । तज प्रतिशदोदभेक्र 
ननखचुरादिसडइकारितया मन; पच्चकं येति संशये, a 
कमेबाचितं तेनच प्रत्येकं सकलमनः सम्बम्नाद्यासङ्ककनैःगग्रे 
उपपद्यते इति पुवेपश्े सिदाकखनम्‌। 
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a. If there were a plurality of Minds to each Body, then even 
in the case of separate attention there would be simultaneous- 
ness [of cognitions]; therefore the Mind is not plural ;—such is 
the import.* 


8. He ponders the doubt whether there should not be a एण 
rality [in Mind] from the simultaneousness of cognitions in the 
eating of a cake (with many flavours in it], or the like.+ 


न युगपदनेकक्रियोपलब्धेः ॥ ९९९ ॥ 


The plurality of the Mind = Anh. 129,—Not so-—[says some one], 
wrongly asserted : : 
because we perceive simultaneously seve- 


ral acts [of cognition]. 


a. The mind is not one, because we perceive ‘ several acts,’ 
३, €.) more than one cognition [simultaneously]; such is the 
meaning. 


b. He clears up this.§ 
अलातचकरद गेनवनत्तद्पलब्धिरा शुसच्चारात्‌॥९२०॥ 


This misconception A ph, 130.—The apprehension thereof is in 
cleared up. ; । 
consequence of the rapid succession, as in see- 


ing a circle in the case of a firebrand. | 

+ प्रतिशरीरं मनेोनानाले व्यासङ्ख्थले ऽपि ध्रीगपदयं 
स्यादतेा न मनोानानालसिति भावः ॥ 

† दीर्घशव्कलोभक्णादा ज्ञानयोगपद्यात्नानातं खादि- 
धाशङ्ते । 

‡ न एकं मनः अनेकक्ियाणां अनेकन्नानानामुपलब्धे 
Freee: ॥ 


§ समाधत्ते ॥ 


000 $; ६15, 9४ 


a. Even in the case of what is successive, ‘ the apprehensign 
thereof, i e. the apprehension of simultaneousness, is ‘in 6०. 
sequence of the rapid succession,’ i. e., in consequence of the 
delusion that consists in its rapid succession ; just as when a 
firebrand is whirhng in a circle with an excess of rapidity, we 
‘do not. perceive the succession of actions as involving any dif- 
ference* (in the continuous and unbroken circular image]. 


6. But then (—some one may object—], since १४ brings about 
a simultaneousness [among things different], the Mind must be 
{not atomic, but rather, on the cuntrary,} all-pervading. In re- 
gard to this he says.t 


यथोक्तदेतुलाच्चाणुः | ९२९ । 


Aph. 181.-1 [the Mind] is an atom, be- 


The Mind an atom ए 
cause what has been aforesaid is proof. 


८. Supply—the Mind. ‘ What has been aforesaid,’ 1, €+ the 
non-simultaneousness of cognitions ;—because it is ^ proof,’ i. e., 
because it establishes the atomic nature of the Mind :—such is 
the meaning.t 


9. Here ends the section on the examination of the Mind.§ 


* क्रमिके ऽपि तदुपलब्धियागपद्योपलग्थिराशब्चारात्‌ 
शोघ्रसन्चाराद्मकटोषात | यया Baas वेगातिशयेन्‌ 
साम्यमाखे कियासन्तानख्य भेटेनानुपलय्िरिति ॥ 

† नन्‌ यआगपद्योपपादटकतया मनसे वैभुलं सादना t 

‡ मन दति शेषः। ययोाक्तख ज्ञानायैगपद्यस्य tre 
अनोऽखलसाधकलवादित्ययेः | 

6 समात्रं मनः परोश्चाप्रकरम्‌ १ 
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€, Now, as it presents itaelf, there is a séé¢tion on the fact that 
the Body is caused by this or that person’s deserts. In regard 
to this, there being a difference of opinion as to whether or not 
the Body be caused by the desert inhering in each person, the 
negative alternative ia of three kinds—(1} because there is no 
such thing as desert, or (2) because this is not the cause of the 
Body, or (3) because desert does not inhere in Soul. Of these 
he rejects the first view* (—as follows]. 


ER A ET a at We 110 PPR PRP, 


SECTION XVI. 


How tur Bopy 18 THE RESULT OF ONE’S DESERTS, 


पुवैकतपफलानुबन्वात्तदुः्पत्तिः ॥९२२। 


The body Aph. 132.-1४ is produced through the connection 
whence. == 0 the fruit of former deeds. 

a. ‘Of former deeds,’ such as sacrifice, gifts, injuries, &c. ;— 
‘the fruit’—in the shape of merit or demerit ;—‘ through the 
connection,’ i. € , through the co-operation ;—‘it,’ i, e., the 
body, is produced ¶ 





ee 11 1 र ERIN tiny LARS, 


* अय प्रसङ्गच्छरोरस्य तत्तापुरुषादष्टनिष्याद्यताप्रक- 
TH) तज शरोरं तनतापुरषसमतेतादष्टनिनिनक्षं नवेति 
विप्रतिपन्ता निषेधकेरिल्लेधा अदृ्टाभावात्‌ तद्य TAT 
VAST ऋटटस्य पुरषसमवायाद्वा । तजाद्यं यच्च 
निरखछति ॥ 

† dae यागदानदिंसादेः wee धमेधमेरूपड् 
खनुनम्धासदकारिभावानस्यं MATRA: + 
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b. Some one objects.* 


भूतेभ्यो मुत्यपादएनवन्तदुपादानम्‌। ९.३३ 


Aph. 188.—It [—says some one—] is formed of 


b 1 t 1 | १ 
AONE ie elements, pust as a statue is formed, 


a. ‘The expression ‘of the elements’ is for precision, (—for it 
might have been inferred that the Body was formed of the elee 
ments if it was formed as a statue is—]. And so, as a ‘statue,’ 
of clay, or the like, is ‘formed,’ or has its origin, from ‘ the 
elements,’ i. € , from atoms, which have no reference to desert,— 
just so ‘it,’ viz., the Body, is ‘formed,’ 1, e., has its origin,—viz., 
from atoms which have no reference to desert :—such is the 
1681118 .† 

6. He clears up this.f 


नं साच्यसमलात्‌ I USB 1 


400. 134.—Not so,—because this [example of 
yours] is in the same predicament with what you 
have to prove. 


The reply. 


a. What you have alleged is not proper, because the example 
is ‘in the same predicament with what is to be proved,’ i. e., in 
the same predicament with the subject [of your proposition, viz., 
the Body]; for, since we hold that clay, &c., also are produced 
from atoms which have a reference to desert [—the atoms of the 


* aipaafa । 

1† भूतेभ्य इति सावधारणं । तथाचादष्टनिरपेकेभ्ये 
भूतेभ्यः परमाणुम्बो , मृन्तखेटादेरुपाङरनमारम्भा अथा 
तथेव AY WUC ङपादानमारमरः परमाणुभ्येः ऽदष्- 
निरपेचभ्य creer । 

‡ समाधत्ते 
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material world so comporting themselves as to work out the de- 
signs of retributive justice—], it is not established (—nor are you 
at hberty tu take for granted—] that there [—i. €, in the case 
of the clay of the image], the origination is not therefrom [—i.e., 
not from desert] such is the import.* 


6, In a couple of aphorisms he states that 1t 1s not the ‘same 
case [with the Body] as with clay, &c ,t (formed into images], 


नेत्पत्निनिमित्तलान्माताप्रिचोः ॥ Vey t 


Aph. 185.—Not so,—because father and mo- 
ther are the cause of its production. 


AUTSITE ॥ ९३६ 


Aph. 186.—So too eating [food offered to the manes]. 


Further reasons 


a. The Body is not the same as clay, &c., because the Body 
results from the desert of the parents ;—for the means of [ob- 
taining] a son, &c., is the merit, resulting from worship, &c., of 
the gods, which [merit] leads to the experiencing the delight 
produced by the beholding, &c., of a 801. 


b. Likewise [the Body differs, as regards its production, from 
an earthen image, |-+ecause what conduces to the birth ofa son, 


क-म 








1 रि seretempea 





* नोक्तं TH दृष्टान्तस्य साच्यसमलवात्‌ पश्चसमल्वात्‌ | 
खदादेरब्यदष्टसापेक्तपरमाणभ्य एवोत्पनतेरपममानटजग्य- 
लस्य तजासिद्धेरिति भावः t 

† न खदादिसाम्धमित्याइ खचाभ्ाम्‌ t 

wae न ख्दादि साम्धं मातापिनोः कमेशः शषरौरो- 
पत्तिनिमिन्तवात्‌ एजद शेनजन्यसुानुभावकादष 
retire पुजार निमित्तत्वात्‌ + 
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&e., is, through desert, the ‘eating’ or partaking of the cakes 
offered to ancestors, &c.: such is the meaning* [according 2 
some. | 


c. He states what debars the opinion opposed to the fact that 
_ the eating {of the sacrificial cakes] co-operates with desertt [in 
bringing about the birth of a son). 


UTAtAtAaAATA ॥ LB y 


Aph. 137.—And because there is no cer- 
tainty though there be present [the other re- 
quisites]. 


A further reason, 


a. Though there be present both husband and wife, yet since, 
on their taking steps, there is no certainty of impregnation, 
therefore it is indispensable that this [eating of the sacrificial 
cakes} should co-operate with desert :—such is the import. 


b. But then [some one may say], let the Body be [held to be] 
produced by certain Elements which are quite irrespective of 
desert, through some particular self-determining nature [—such 
as neither requires nor admits of any analysis or explanation—] ; 
and if you do not admit such a self-determining nature, then, 
since a Body is conjoined with ‘every Soul, we should find a 
state of community,—[there being nothing to determine which 
Soul should tenant which Body]. Therefore he replies.§6— 


Seve स 


* एवं arercy पितामदपिष्डभोजनादेरदृष्टदवारा TH 
जनकल्वारित्यथेः । 

+ आदारश्यादृष्टसृष्कारित्वे विपक्ते बाधकमा ॥ 

+ प्रप्र दम्पत्योः सम्प्रयोगे तु गभेधारणस्य यता म 
fread rey सहकारित्वमावश्यकमिति भावः 
श म Hee समानो 


1 
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शरी रोत्यत्तिमिभिन्तव् यागोत्यन्तिनिमिन्तं कसी ॥९२८।॥ 


Bodies assigned on what 400, 138.—Desert, as it is the cause of 
म the production of the Body, so is it the 
cause of the taking place of conjunction [between a Soul and 
this or that Body]. 


a. Now he rejects the second view (§131, c], held by the 
Sdnkhyas, viz.,—that the Body is not produced by desert, for 
it is accounted for just by its bemg the nature of the Primal 
Agency to originate ; but that what is dependent on desert is the 
departure of the previous Body which obstructs (the coming into 
existence of a subsequent one], just as the nature of water to fol- 
low a slope is dependent on the departure of what confines it.* 


एतेनामियमः Waa ॥ ९२९ । 


rs oe not Aph. 139.—By this (theory of ours] the ab- 
0 sence of rule is denied [—which would have to 
be admitted on the Sdnkhya view}. 


a. ८ By this,’ i.e., by this decision that desert is the cause 
(§138]. But ‘absence of rule,’ means the Soul’s connection 
sometimes with a human body, and sometimes another sort [of 
connection ],—and one body having all 1४8 members, and another 
one being irregular as regards its members,—and so on. But 


जन्यतां । खभावानम्युपगमेच WY qTwadq Hawa 
साधारण्यार्पात्तिरत ATE | 

"aa शरीरं नादृषटजन्यं प्रकतेरारम्भखठभावल्वादेव 
तदुपपत्तेः प्रतिबन्धकपुवं शरीरापगमत्वहृष्टाधी नः ATE 
 निम्त्ानृसर णखभावस्येव बम्धापगमाधीनल्वमिति दितीयपश् 
aimed निरस्यति ॥ 
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there would be absence of rule [in such a state of things] if it 
were not agreed that desert is the cause,—butmot on our theo» 
ry,* [which teaches that all these varieties of condition are retri- 


butive}. 


b. Moreover if it [—the Body—-] were originated merely by 
Natire, without reference to desert, the [same kind of] Body 
would be common to all Souls :—such is the import.t 


c. But the followers of Arhat [—viz., the Jainas—] hold that 
desert is a quality (—not of Soul,—see $131, c—but] of the 
Mind (manas) and of atoms. That is to say,—the earthy atoms 
in concert, by force of desert attached to them, originate the 
Body ; and the Mind, impelled by its own desert, enters the 
Body ; and that desert, just through its own nature, brings 
about the joy or suffering of the Soul (pudgaia). To this he 
replies. t— 


पनस्त्मरसङ्गा SWAT ९.४ ० ॥ 


क the Aph. 140.—This [assignment of a Body] 
would present itself again, even when there had 
been emancipation. 





नत म मा teams tema 0 (५०५००००५ ००५ 


* एतेन अडटद्ेतुकल्वव्यवस्छा पनेन | अनियमस्तु aT 
त्नः कटाचिन्मानुषशरोरसम्बन्धः कदटाचिदन्यादशः fa- 
Fae wot सकलावयवं किञ्चिच विकलावयवमित्यादि | 
ऋदृदेतुतानभ्यु पगमे त्वयमनियमे न aaa | 

† किन्चादृ्टनिरपेच्चप्रकतिमाजारब्धत्वे सवेात्मसाधार- 
एवं शरोर खादिति भावः। 

‡ आतासु मनःपरमाणुगुणमदषटं मन्यन्ते TETAS 
पाथिवा; परमाव; संहिताः खादषश्टव शाच्छरौरमारभन्े। 


% 
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a If the atoms originated a Body, for this or that Soul to 
have experience, quite without account taken of the desert of 
this or that Soul, then even when some Soul had been emancei- 
pated, they would originate a Body, with a view to its having 
experience*—( which it was entitled to be utterly rid of }. 


b. He blames also the opmion that desert 18 a quality of the 
Mindt [and not of the Soul]. 


मनःकमेनिमित्तलाच्च संयोगा द्यनुच्छेदः ५ ९.४९. ॥ 


Further objec- Aph. 141.—And there would (in that case} be 
i no putting an end to the conjunction [of Soul 
with Body], &c., because of its being caused by the desert of 
the Mind. 


a. There would be no putting an end to ‘the conjunction’ 
(§138] which originates the Body and gives rise to knowledge, 
&c. ;—why? Because the ‘desert,’ mert or demerit, which [by 
the hypothesis] belongs to the Mind, is the cause thereof :— 
such a continuance of conjunction could not be put a stop te, 
because this (desert of the Mind] must be eternal,—(there being 
no assignable reason why it should cease] :—and even if it were 
not eternal, it would be out of the question that what should 
put an end to it should be experience belonging to a different 
receptacle: [—in other words, desert chargeable against the 


मनश्च खादृ्टप्रयुक्त शरोरमाविशति wares खभावटेव 
UTA सुखदुःखे साधयतीति तचोत्तरमाइ । 

* तन्तदात्मादृापग्रं fara तत्तदात्रापमेगाय पर- 
माणवदषच्छरोरमारभन्ते मुक्तो ऽपि तदात्मनि तद्धोगाब 
` शरोरमारमेरन्‌। 

† अद्ृटस्य मनोागणत्मपि gaia । 
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Mind could not be wiped out by experience undergone by the 
Soul; ] such is the import.* 


6. What is the harm if there be no end to the conjunction 
fof Soul and Body]? To this he replies.t 


नित्यतलप्रसङ्गश्च प्रापणानुपपन्तेः ॥ ९४२ ॥ 


F ree of the Aph. 142,—And we should find it [viz, mnn- 
haa dane life] eternal, because there could be no reach- 
ing (the end of it]. 

a. Were it so’ fas alleged at §139, c.], since there would be no 
possibility of ‘reaching,’ i. e., no possibility of death,—we 
should find the Body, &c., to be ‘ eternal,’ 1. e., indestructible. 

6. Some one objects. § 


अणुश्याम तानित्यत्ववत्‌ स्यात्‌ ॥ ९४२ 1 


An inadmissable Anh. 143.—This [says some one] may be just 
1. like the eternity of the blackness of an atom. 


a As the blackness of an atom, though eternal [in so far as 
it is without beginning], surceases,—so also the Body, &c., sur- 
ceases. || 


* AT शरोरारम्भकस्य ज्ञानादिजनकस्यच च्छटा 
AQ कंतः। मनसे यत्कमे अदृष्टं तत्निमित्तलात्‌ तस्य 
नित्यलात्तादशसंयागघारा नोाच्छिद्येत। तस्यानित्यले ऽपि 
व्यधिकरणभोगख्य तन्ना शकत्वे (तिप्रसङ्गः इति भावः। 

† संया गानुच्छेदे का चतिरत आइ । 

‡ तथा सति प्रापणस्य मरणखानुपपत्तेः शरोरारेनित्य- 
त्वस्याविनाशिलस्य way ॥ 


§ anfaata t 
॥ यथा परमाणोः श्यामता नित्यापि farsa तथा 


शरोरादिकमपि fara । 
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6. An aphorism conveying the tenet.* 


नाक्षताभ्यागमप्रसद्नत्‌ ॥ ९.४४ ti 
ihe ८. Aph. 144—Not s0,—because it would turn out 
re that we were accepting what is undemonstrable. 


a. ‘What is undemonstrable,’ i. e., what is not susceptible of 
proof ;—it would turn out that we were ‘ accepting,’ i. €.) were 
admitting, this. For, whilst the cause [of mundane existence], 
viz., [by hypothesis,] the desert lodged in the atoms [§141, al, 
exists, there could be no putting an end to the body :—moreover 
thus [—1 e., according to your argument—] we should have to 
admit the etermty of the blackness of atoms, which cannot be 
submitted to evidence ;—and so the example is not a real one,t 


{aud goes for nothing]. 
¢. Here ends the scction on the Body’s resulting from desert. 


c. And so ends the Second Diurnal Portion of the Third 


Book.§ 

d. Thus is completed, in the commentary on the Nydya Apho- 
risms composed by the venerable Viswandtha Bhattéchdrya, the 
comment on the Third Book: | 


« fagraay ॥ 

{ waaay प्रमाणावियस्य अभ्यागमः सीकारसत्मरस्‌- 
ङूगदित्यथः। नड परमाणनिष्स्यादषटस्य कारणस्य सच्चे 
TURE, स्यादेवमणश्यामतानित्यवस्यापि प्रमाणागे- 
चरस्य खौकारस्स्यानथाच दष्टान्तासिद्धिः ॥ 

‡ समाप्तं शरोरस्यादृ्टनिष्याद्यताप्रकरणम्‌ । 

§ समाप्रच्च ठतीयाष्यायस्य दितौयमाङ्किकम । 

॥ इति ओरविश्रनायभङ़ाचायेक्षतायां न्धायस्बहनेा a- 
- तोषाष्यायदन्तिः समाप्रा + 


END OF BOOK III. 


यि 11 eT 
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NYAYA'APHORISMS OF GAUTAMA. 
BOOK IV. 


INTRODUCTION. 





॥ 9 + 





a. I take refuge with that pre-eminent Light, filled with splen- 
dour that surpasses hundreds of thousands of suns, who haunts 
the minds of the devout,—that undescribable black Light [— 
meaning Krishna—], the giver of our desires, lovely as a hundred 
thousand Cupids.* 

b. In the Third [Book] was examined just the set of six of 
the Objects [B. I. §9] beginning with Soul, which [set] is in 
the shape of causes, [—Soul being the substantial cause of know- 
ledge, and so on]. Now the [remaining] set of six, beginning 
with Effort (pravritti), which [set] consists of effects, is to be 
examined, since the occasion offers, and because of their relation 
as effects [to the foregoing].+ 


+ खरकेारिविजयिप्रभाभरं यागिमानसचरं परं we | 
श्यामलं किमपि धाम कामदं कामकेाटिकमनोयमाअये 

† तीये तावदात्मादिप्रमेयषडं कारणरूपं परोद्धितमय 
का्ैरूपं प्रटत्यादिप्रमेयषदमवसरते देतुसद्धल्ेनच पदैः 


णोयम्‌ ॥ 


A 
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€. Although the set of six is to be examined in the First Diur- 
nal Portion, but Knowledge of the truth [—which is not one of 
the set—] in the Second Diurnal Portion, yet the matter of this 
Book 28 just the examination of the set of six, because that [viz., 
true knowledge] is the cause of Liberation [which is one of the 
818, | and because this falls within the examination of Liberation, 
inasmuch as it requires to be examined as supplementary* [to 
the determination thereof ]. 


@. And, among these things, the matter of the First Diurnal 
Portion is the examination of the set of six as regards their 
possessing the characters enunciated (in the First Book]. In this 
First Diurnal Portion there are fourteen Sections; and, of those, 
the matter of the first section is the examination of Effort and 
of the Faults, as to whether they possess the natures ascribed to 
them. And there is no subdivision of the section [which you 
may imagine ought to be made] because of the difference of the 
topics [embraced in it]; for, by the two mutually respective 
portions, viz., the expression “ As” [in the first aphorism,] and 
८५ So” [in the second and last,] he informs us that 1६ embraces 
but one topic, in the shape, viz., of whether the things possess 
the natures ascribed to them.t 


1111 ini, 


aera तथापि तस्यापवगेरहेतुलादूपोङ्ातेनच परीच्षणो- 
यलादपवगेपरीन्लान्तःपातितया षड्कपरी्ैवाध्यायाथैः ॥ 

{ तजचोादिष्टधमेवत्तया agatha प्रथमाद्धिकाथः | 
aa प्रथमाह्धिके चतुटेश प्रकरणात्रि तचचेोक्तङूपवन्तया 
प्रट्निदोषयोः परौ चा प्रथमप्रकरणाथेः। नचाथेभेदात 
प्रकषरशेभेदः यथा तयेति परस्परसाकां ्ाभ्यामवयवाभ्या- 
क्रू पवक््वल च्षगोका येवत्वकयनात्‌॥ 
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e. The examination of ‘Effort’ being looked for, we have an 
aphorism as follows # 


THE FIRST DIURNAL PORTION. 
SECTION L. 


GENERAL EXAMINATION OF Errort AND OF THE FaULts, 


प्ररत्तियेयाक्ता ॥ ९ १ 


402. 1.—As Effort is as has been said,—[so are the 
Faults}. 


a, Some here fill up the ellipsis with the expression “ just so,” 
{[—making the aphorism to mean “ Effort is just so as has been 
asserted” at B. I, 617}. This is not right. If it were so, then 
the ^ expectancy’ of the word “as,” [—which always looks out 
for “‘s0”-—] being satisfied in this very place, there would be, by 
our having to supply another “as,” for the word “So,” too, 
which stands in the next aphorism, a splitting of the section [— 
or, in other words, a distinction of topics,—see Introduction, d]. 
Therefore the construction [of the “ As”] with the word “So,” 
which stands in the next aphorism, is the right one.t 


Effort. 


6b. The meaning, in combination with the next aphorism, is, 
that, 28 ‘Effort’ possesses the character ascribed to it, so the 
‘Faults’ also possess the character ascribed to them. The defi- 


* yafrathaqraaraiaart जम्‌ t 

† wa तथेवेति शेषं पूरयन्ति। तद युक्तं । तथा wee 
ययाशन्दस्याकां्षाशन्तावग्रिमदच्खतयाशन्दे ऽपि अथा- 
शब्दान्तरस्य पुरणीयतया VACUA TTT TAS TT 
स्धतयाशब्देनान्वये TA: । 
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nition is established, because the definition stated {at B. +, 17], 
viz., ^ Effort is what originates the voiceathe intellect, and the 
body,” is true :—such is the import.* 


c. The examination of the ‘Faults’ having offered itself, he 
says.t 


तया STAT: WR 
Faults. Aph. 2.—So are the Faults. 


a. So also are the Faults [rightly defined, as is Effort, §1]:— 
they really possess the character assigned [at B. I. §18], viz., 
^ Whose character is to stimulate :”’—so that there is nothing 
here unestablished ;—such is the import. 


&. Here ends the section on the examination in general of 
Effort and of the Faults.§ 


e. Now, with the view of examining the Faults in respect of 
what is peculiar to them, viz., their being of three sets, there is 
a section on their bemg of three sets. In regard to this there 
is an aphorism conveying the tenet as follows :| 


* प्रहत्तियेया खक्तलच्चणवतो तथा टोषा अष्युक्तलन्तण- 
an safqaeadafeat ऽथे; । प्रहत्तिवेगबुद्धिशरी- 
रारम्भ इन्युक्तलक्षणसच्वात्‌ सिद्धं लच्चणमिति भावः। 

† दाषपरोक्लायां प्राप्रायामाद । 

‡ तथा दोषा aft प्रबनेनालच्वणा इत्युक्तलच्चशवन्त 
एवेति नासिद्धिरिति भावः। 

§ समापन प्रहत्तिदाघसामान्यपरो ज्ञाप्रकर णम्‌ ॥ 

# अथ aaa विशेषे दाषपरोकाय तत्ते राण्- 
प्रकरणं | ` तच सिद्वान्तश्जम्‌ ॥ 
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SECTION II. 
EXAMINATION OF THE Favtts. 


TAHT रागदेषमेदाथोन्तरभावात्‌ ॥ ३। 


4 0. 3.—There are three sets thereof, because 
of the subdivision of Desire, Aversion, and Mise 
conception. 


The Faults what. 


a. ‘Thereof,’ i. e., of Faults, there are three ‘sets,’ or parties ; 
but it is not the case that Desire and Aversion and Delusion are 
severally single,—because of their ‘ subdivision,’ i. e., because 
of their possessing subordinate divisions ; and so, since fear, and 
grief, and disdain, &c., axe really included among these, [—the 
division is exhaustive—] there is no deficiency of division,—nor, 
since they possess heterogeneous characters, in the shape of the 
nature of Desire, and of Aversion, and of Misconception, is 
there any superfluity of division,* [—the members of the divi- 
sion do not include one another]. 

8, But the character of Desire, e. g., is proved, by conscious. 
ness, to exist in Love—and so of the others— [Aversion in Anger, 
and so on]. Among these (three sets of feelings], the set of 
Desires is Love, Spite, Censoriousness, Acquisitiveness, Covetous- 
ness, Deceitfulness, and Hypocrisy.t 


* तेषां टोषाणां जये राशयः AT पक्ता नतु रागद्वेष 
ATRATAR AS ते षामथेान्लरभावात्‌ SAAS TATA | 
तथा च भय्चोकमानादौनामेव्वेवान्तभेवान्न विभागन्युनलं 
THe विभागा 
पिक्यम्‌॥ 

+ इच्छाल्ादिकन्तु रागादावनुभवसिद्धं\ तच सगगनः ` 
कामे मद्रः स्यु ष्या लभे माया ea इति॥ 
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८. ‘Love’ (kdma) is a desire of enjoyment.* 

व. ‘Spite’ (matsara) is the desire of obstructing another’s 
wishes, without aiming at benefit to oneself :—e. g., that nobody 
is to drink water out of the king’s well, [though he cannot drink 
it all himselfj, &c.t 

e. In like manner ‘Censoriousness’ (sprihd) is alsoa Desire 
{—the desire, viz.,] of obscuring the merits of another.t 

f. ‘ Acquisitiveness’ (trishnd) is the desire of acquisition not 
in opposition to justice. ‘Miserliness’ (kdrpanya) also,—the १९. 
sire that this of mine should not be lost,—in the shape of the 
desire of preserving one’s wealth even by omitting to make a 
proper expenditure,—is just a species of Acquisitiveness.§ 

g. ‘Covetousness’ (lobha)is the desire of another’s wealth 
in opposition to justice.| 

h. ‘ Deceitfulness’ (mdyd) is the desire of cheating another. 


४. ‘ Hypocrisy’ (dambha) is the desire of celebrating one’s own 
superiority, in virtuousness, or the like, falsely.** 


* कामो रिरंसा। 

+ म्रः खप्रयोजनप्रतिसम्नानं विना पराभिमतनिवार- 
रच्छ | यथा रजकयादृदपानाश्रादकं पेयं Taf ॥ 

‡ एवं परगुणनिवारणेच्छापि Ber ॥ 

§ warfacraa प्रात्रीच्छा ष्णा) ददं मे a Alaa 
मितीच्छा उचितव्ययाकरणनापि धनरक्षषेच्छारूपं काप- 
एवमपि दष्णाभेद एव | 

॥ घमेविरोभेन परदृव्येच्छछा VTA: | 

¶ परवज्चनेच्छा माया ॥ 

‘en कपटेन धामिंकलादिना खोत्लस्मापनेष्डा दम्भः 4 
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j. The set of Aversions is Anger, Envy, Malignity, Hatred, 
Implacability, and Disdain.* 


k. ‘Anger’ (krodha) is a particular kind of Fault which is the 
cause of redness of the eyes, & ९. 


l. ‘Envy’ (irshyd), is, in respect of something common to 
both, since it belongs to another, an Aversion to the possession 
thereof,—as the endless [envy] of co: heirs.} 


m. ‘ Malignity’ (asiiyd) is Aversion to the merits &c. of an- 
other.§ 


n. ‘Hatred’ (droha) is Aversion [stimulating] to destruction. 
But deadly injury /hinsd) is a result of hatred; but others hold 
it to be [what is meant by] hatred.|| 


o. ‘Implacability’ (amarsha) is, towards him who has commit 
ted an offence, the Aversion of him who cannot bear it.{ 


p. ‘Disdain’ (abhimdna) is, towards an injurer, the Aversion 
in the soul of him who does nothing.** 


* द्वेषपत्तः कराध Val इषया FT ऽमी ऽभिमान 
दति।॥ | 

+ ara नेजसेदित्यादिदेतुदौ षविशेषः। 

‡ ten साधारणे बसतुनि परखलात्‌ तह्रोतरि Ser । 
यथा STAT दयादानाम्‌। 

§ अद्या परग णार देषः । 

॥ द्रेषडदा नाशाय eat दिंसा तु दरदजन्धा। परे तु 
तां STS मन्यन्ते ॥ 

¶ अमर्ष; छतापराधे Weare देषः | 

~ अभिमानो (पकारि्यकिच्चित्करस्ादमनि देषः । 





P THE APHORISMS GF THE NYAYA. 


g. The set of Misconceptions is Error, Doubt, Confutatien, 
Pride, Infatuatidn, Fear, and Sorrow.* 


x. ‘Error’ (viparyaya) is another symenyme for false know- 
ledge,—the being sure of something that is not true. 

$, ‘Doubt’ /sansaya) is the conceiving that a contradictory 
existence and non-existence belong to one and the same subject. 
This same 18 also expressed by the term ‘ Dubiety’ (vichikitsa).t 


t. ‘Confutation’ (tarka) consists in the coming upon a Major 
{confessedly inadmissible], on our admitting [for the sake of 
argument,] 8 Minor§ [which is untrue, but which the opponent 
insists upon. Forexample,—our coming to the conclusion that 
there can he no smoke in the hill, if there be no fire, while we 
see the smoke, is the Confutation of there being no fire in the 
hill]. 

u. ‘Pride’ (mdna) is a fancy of superiority, through the impu- 
tation to oneself of some merit that does not belong to one. 
‘Contempt’ smaya) also,—in the shape of the fancy that there 
is no merit in some meritorious person,—is included under 


‘ Pride’,| 
v. ‘Infatuation’ (pramdda) is the fancy that something can- 


+ area, विपथेयसंशयतकमानप्रमादभयगेकाः॥ 

† विपयेये मिष्याज्ञानापरपयाये ऽयथाथेनिश्चयः॥ 

+ एकधर्मिंकविर्द्भावाभावन्ञानं संशयः। स एव वि- 
fafa । 

§ व्याव्यारोपाश्गापकप्रसष्नं तकः | 

॥ काठान्यविद्यमानमुणारोपेखोत्कषंधौमेानः । गुणवति 
निगेलधीङूपय्छये!ऽपि मानेन्तमेवति ॥ 
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not be done, even whenit has already been ascertained that it 
can be done ; and so too conversely.* 

w. ‘Fear’ (bhaya) is, gn the befalling of some cause of distress, 
the not knowing any possibility of getting rid of it.+ 

x. ‘Sorrow’ (soka) is, when something loved is absent, the 
not knowing any possibility of attaining it.f 

y. He ponders a doubt.§ 


नेक प्रत्यनौकभावात्‌॥ ४॥ 


Aph. 4.—Not so,—because they are the oppo- 


An objection. ६ , thi 
॥. sites of one single thing. 


a. There is no difference [—says some one—] between Desire 
and the rest [§3], ‘because they are the opposites of one single 
thing’. That is so (i. e., has no difference,] which is the oppo- 
site, or contrary, of one single thing,—that is to say, because 
destructible by that one thing:—for knowledge of the truth is 
the one contrary of these| [alleged different Faults]. 


¢. He clears up this. 


पिरि 1 NNN NON Ciy 


* प्रमादः पुवेकत्तेव्यतया निश्धितेऽ्यकन्ेव्यताधोः | एवं 
वेपरीत्येऽपि ॥ 

t भयमनिष्टहेतुपनिपाते तत्परिव्यागानडतान्नानम्‌ ॥ 

‡ शाक इष्टवियोगे Ag SAT ATA | 

§ wedi 

॥ रागादीनां der न एकप्रत्यनीकभावात्‌1 एकस्मिन्‌ 
प्रत्यनोकभावे fated यस्य तनया तनेकनाश्यल्ादि- 
त्यथः । एकं हि तत्चक्ञानमेलां विरोधि ॥ 

¶ समाधन्ते॥ 
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व्यमिचाराददतुः । ५ । 


The reply. = Aph. 5.—This is no argument, because it wanders 
away (and so would prove too much]. 


a. The fact of having one and the same opposite [or destroyer] 
18 no reason for denying a distinction,—' because it wanders 
away’ [to cases wherc the thing to be proved is not present] ;-- 
because colours differ, although destructible by the conjunction 
of one and the same fire.* 


&. Moreover, these [different ^ Faults’] are १0८ removable by 
one [and the same remedy], because it is true knowledge that 
is the remover of ‘ Misconception,’ and it is through the removal 
thereof that ‘Desire’, &c., are removed ;—so, to this purpose, 


he says.t— 
“6 ON "CI न ~ 
तषां ATS: पापीयाब्रामुढस्य तरोत्पत्तेः । ६ । 


The worst of Aph. 6.—Of these, ‘Misconception’ is the wor- 
the ‘ Faults’. : . : 

ser; because, in the case of him who is not under 
misconception, neither of the others comes into existence. 


a. Although the expression “the worst” (pdpatama or pdpish- 
tha) would have ‘been proper, according to the rule directing 
८८ -est” or “ most” (ish{han or tamap) in the case of the compari- 
son of many [--i. e., of more than two],—still he compares 
them by taking them two by two,—for “ -er” (:yasum) is enjoined 
when the comparison is of two ;—so, of ‘ Desire’ and ‘ Miscon- 
ception’, or [again] of ‘ Aversion’ and ‘ Misconception’, ‘ Miscon- 


* एकविरोध्त्वं भेदनिषेधे न Sasa एकाग्नि- 
संयागनाश्यल्वे ऽपि रूपादीनां भेदात्‌ 

† किच्च नेतेषामेकनिवक््यैलं तखन्ञानस्य मादनिवै- 
कन्वात्तन्रिटत्या रागादिनिरत्तेरिव्याशयेना । 
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ception’ is ‘ the worser’, १, 6.9 the root of evil,—in short, the more 
earnestly to be shunned. He states the reason ;~—because, in the 
case ‘of him who is not under misconception’, i. e., who is void of 
misconception,—there is neither ‘ Desire’ nor ‘ Aversion’ :—such 
_is the meaning.* 


b. He ponders a doubt.t 
amafe निमित्तनैमित्तिकभावादथेन्तरभावो- 
ठाषेभ्यः॥ ७ ॥ 
Aph. 7.—Then we have here [—says some 


one—] a difference [of ^ Misconception’] from the 
{other] ^ Faults’, through their relation of cause and effect. 


An objection. 


a. Since ^ Misconception’ is the cause of the ‘ Faults’, it must 
be something other thana ‘ Fault’, because, where there is no 
distinction, there cannot be the relation of cause and effect.{ 


९ ‘From the faults’,—here the sign of the plural is employed 
on the strength of the included subdivisions,§ [—see §3,—‘ De- 
sire’ and ‘ Aversion’ making, otherwise, only a case of duality]. 


* यद्यपि aati fasta इषठनसमपो वा विधानात्‌ 
पापतमः पापिष्ठ इति वा युक्तं तथापि दा दावधिङत्य नि- 
धारणं द्येानिधारणे ईयस्तुने विधानात्तेन रागमेहयेोर्ेष- 
मादयावे मेदः पापोयाननथेमलं बलवदेष्य इति यावत्‌। 
SAAS AHSY मेदशन्यस्य रागद्रेषयारभावादित्यथेः 4 

† शङ्कते । 

‡ drafafanararee दो्मिन्रलं स्थादमेदेन कार्ये 
कारणभावाभावात्‌। 


§ See श्त्यान्नमेणिकमभेदादष्व चनं । 
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८, He "कनन {the objection in §7]. 


न दाषलक्षणावरोधाग्माहस्य ॥ = ॥ 


407. 8.—Not so,—-because ‘Misconception’ does 


ThA ly. =, 
ae involve the character of ‘ Fault’. 


a, ‘Misconception’ is a ‘Fault’, because it really has the 
character of a ‘ Fault’? ;—and the relation of cause and effect is 
not excluded, because it differs individually,t—{though not ge- 
nerically, from the two others}. 


8. Having shown that there was no occasion [for the argu- 
ment advanced under §7], he states further that it would prove 
too much.f 


निमित्तनैमित्तिकेापपक्तेश्च तल्यनातीयानामप्रति- 


Ger ॥ € ॥ 


Further reply. Aph. 9.—And since homogeneous things may 
consistently be [mutually] cause and effect, this is no objection. 


a. Since two things, though they have the same genus, as two 
substances or two qualities, ‘may consistently be cause and 
effect’, i. ©. are admitted to be cause and consequent, 16 is not 


proper to deny [—on that ground—] the homogeneousness$ (of 
‘Misconception’ with the other ^ Faults’). 


* निराकरोति॥ 

† मोदस्य दोषलक्षणसच्वादेाषलवं व्यक्तिभेदाच ae 
तुमङ्गावो न विरुध्यत इति भावः। 

‡ अप्रयोजकत्वमक्ताऽनेकान्तिकलतवमप्याद | 

$ एकजातीययोरपि दूष्ययोगणयोञ्च निमिन्तनेमित्तिको- 
UTA ST STARTS कारात्तुल्यजातीयतप्रतिणेधो न युक्त 
द्ति। 


शी 
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४. Here ends the section on the investigation of the * Faults,?* 


८, As its turn has arrived, since ‘Transmigration’ has to be 
investigated,—there being a doubt whether transmigration per- 
tain to the Body, or the Understanding, or the Soul, we have an 
' aphoyjsm conveying the tenet.t 


RRA 





Catal 


SECTION IIT. 


TRANSMIGRATION EXAMINED. 


आत्मनित्यत्वे प्रेत्यभावसिड़ः ॥९०॥ 


Transmigration why belong- == Aph. 10.—Since the Soul is eternal, 
ing to the Soul. es $ T : व 

(it is to it that] Transmigration is pro- 
ved [to belong]. 


a. The Soul, for reasons aforesaid, being eternal, it is to it 
that Transmigration is proved to belong ;{ [and it could not be- 
long to the Body, which is different in successive births]. 


९. But then (some one may say—], Transmigration must be 
described by means of its production [—i. €, by telling us how 
and whence it originates] ;—and this [—viz., production, of any- 
thing whatsoever,—] cannot take place either from what is 
homogeneous [with the alleged product], or from what is hetero- 
geneous, because [if there were any such thing as production,] it 
would extend unduly to promal earth, &c.,—for there is no proof 
that this is eternal ;—therefore Transmigration [—having never 
been produced—] is not a real thing:—so [—to obviate this 


मिनिम नियमकारिणे 


* समाप दाघपरो्ताप्रकरणं | 

† कमप्राप्रतया प्रत्यभावे waa प्रत्यभावः were 
ARIMA बेति संशये सिद्धान्तखचम्‌॥ 

+ arr पूर्वी क्तयुक्गया नित्यले प्रधभावसस्य सिष्यति। 
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objection —], either as it is a prerequisite (to the establishment 
of Transmigration], or because it presents itself, he shows the 
way in which production does take place.* 


व्यक्ता ब्रक्तानां प्रत्यक्तप्रामाप्यात्‌ WAL | 


Production Aph. 11.—Of the distinct from the distinct,—be- 
sia cause there is the evidence of sense {that such is the 
case]. 


a. Supply—“ there is the production” of the distinct. ‘ From 
the distinct,’ i. e., from what has some [given] distinct genus,—e. 
g., from earth,—there is the production of ‘of the distinct,’ 1. €. 
of things having that distinct genus,—e. g., derivative eartht [in 
the shape of jars, &९ 


b. Not having understood this, some one doubts.} 


न घटाह्वरानिष्यत्तः WLR A 


4002. 12.—Nay [—says some one—], for a jar is 
not produced from a jar 


„--.-------~------~--~--------------------------------------------~~--~------- "~~~ ~ sen nth cameeynptysarpeesannnunrssomnsnntns 


* नन्‌ प्रत्यभाव खत्यत्तिनिरूप्यः साच न सजातोयादिजा- 
Maal सम्भवति आद्यए्यिव्यादा व्यमिचारात्तत्नित्यते मा- 
नाभावादतः प्रेत्यभावाऽसिद् TATE aa प्रसङ्गदात्पत्ति- 
प्रकारं ट शेयति I 

† व्यक्तानामुत्यत्निरिति शेषः व्यक्ताद्यक्तजातीयात्‌ एथि- 
व्यादितः व्यक्गानां व्यक्तजातोयानां जन्यष्थिव्यारौीनामृत्प- 
Fast 

‡ अबुद्रा शङ्कते 


An objection 
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a. The import [of the objection] is, that if there be not sweh ' 
relation of cause and effect in the case of special objects [—#o 
that a jar shall result from a jar—], then it cannot be so in 
the general case* [of the alleged production of earthy things 
from earth]. 


b. He clears up this point,—resting on the fact that the ex- 
ception in the particular case [where a jar is undeniably not the 
product of a jar,] is no negative, since such is not at all the case 
generically.t 


व्यक्ताहरनिष्यत्तेरप्रतिषेधः XLS t 

Aph. 13.—This is no objection, for the jar is 
produced from what [—though not ajyar—] is dis- 
tinct [in its generic character]. 


The reply. 


a. This [that is alleged in §12,] is no objection to the produc. 
tion of hke from like,—because, €, g., the jar is produced, €. g., 
from the [constitutive] bowl-shaped halves, which have the nature 
of earth [that exists in the resulting product]:—and the alleged 
assertion has nothing to support it ;—such is the import.t 


6. Here ends the section on the examination of Transmigra- 
tion.§ 


* विशेषकायेकारणभावाभावे सामान्यताऽपि न तयेति- 
भावः। 

+ विशेषतो व्यभिचारो न विरोधी सामान्यतस्तु नास्थेवे- 
व्याश्यवान्‌ समाधन्ते॥ 

+ सजातीयात्छज्ातीयोत्पन्तेन प्रतिषेधः एथिवीजाती- 
यात्‌ कपालादितेा घटादिनिष्यक्तेः उक्तापादमं चाप्रयोज- 
क्मितिभावः। 

§ ard प्र्यभावपरोज्ञाप्रकरणं । 
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६. Now there here follow eight sections, because they present 
themselves, or because they are illustrations serving to substan- 
tiate the proposition [asserted in §11,]—“ Of the distinct,” &e. 
Among these there is first a section on the void’s heing the 
material (of all things]. In regard to this, here is an aphorism 
conveying a primé facie view.* 


PP PNINA NON LNA पिक Yet ed Ma DAL Gl ALLL Lee fe cg Pl GI NH al PP Ne 


SECTION IV. 


Taat NoN-ENTITY 18 Not THE MATERIAL OF THINGS. 


अभावाद्भावोत्पत्तिनेनुपख्द्य पराभावात्‌ ॥ ९४ ॥ 


Whether entity come Aph. 14.—It is from non-entity that entity 
from non-entety. : 3 c if 

arises [—suggests some one—], for manifesta- 
tion is not—unless there have been destruction. 


a. Because there is no manifestation of effects, in the shape of 
entities, €. g., asa plant, without destruction, €. g., of the seed ; 
—and so the destruction [or emergent non-existence] of the seed, 
or the like, is the matter from which comes the plant or the 
like.t 


b. The reply to this,t 





” 


* अथावा प्रकरणानि प्रसङ्गा श्क्तानामित्येतसिङथे- 
मुपोहतादा तचा शुन्यतोपादानप्रकरण तज पवेपच 
aa ॥ 

† कायाणां भावानामुत्पत्तिथेतेऽङरादेर्गो नादिकमनुप- 
ख्य प्रादुभावाभावात्‌ तथाच बीजादिविनाशेदुरादपा- 
दानमिति। 

‡ खअनजेत्तर। 
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न व्याधातादप्रयोगः १९१५४ 


This denied. Aph. 15.—Not so,—this is not a correct expression, 
because it 19 suicidal. 


a. 1 is not proper to say that a thing becomes manifest 
through destruction, because the expression is inconsistent ; for 
if that which [as you say,] destroys (and takes the place of what 
is destroyed,] was not previously existent, then it cannot be a 
destroyer,—and if it did previgusly exist, then it could not sub- 
sequently come into existente.* 


8, The supporter of the prima facie view censures this.t 


नातीतानागतयोाः कारकशब्द्प्रयोागात्‌॥९६। 


Aph. 16.—Nay {[—remonstrates the objec- 
tor—I make use of no suicidal expression—], 
because terms relating to action are [allowably] applied both to 
what has departed and to what has not yet came [into existence], 


A defence attempted. 


a, My expression [—the objector contends—] is not improper, 
because, in the case of what has departed and in the case of what 
has not come, terms in construction with a verb [see Laghu Kau- 
mudi, No. 945,) are employed,—that is, terms are employed 
which designate agent and patient, &c. ;—as,-for example, “A 
son (now non-existent,] wilt be born,”’— He congratulates him- 
self on the son that is to be born,”—- There was [once upon a 








+ खपरसृद्य प्रादुभेवतोति न युक्त प्रयोगव्याघातात्‌ ST 
मरेकख TARTS खपमरेकल्वायोगात्‌ पूवे सत्त्रे च परतः 
प्रादूभोवायेगात्‌ ॥ 

† पव्वेपक्ची दूषयति । 


isi THE APHORISMS OFTHE NYAYA. 
time,] ajar [nog no, longer, extant],”’—“ He mourns his broken 


jar* (now a jar no more].” 


2. But then [—we remark—], grant that your employment of 
language is figurative [and admissible], still, pray, do you hold 
that it is the destroyed seed, &c., that is the material, ,or the ' 
destruction of the seed, &c? If the latter, is this, moreover, [in 
your opinion,} the malerial cause or is it the concomitant? If the 
first of these [three]—here is the reply.t 


म विनष्टेभ्योाऽनिष्यन्तेः ॥ ९७ 


The defence repelled Aph. 17.—Nay,—because nothing is pro- 
in two of tts aspects. ध व 
duced from things annihilated. 


a. Because it is impossible that things annihilated, seeds, or 
the like, should serve as material [for the formation of anything 
else]. For the same reason the second [alternative,—viz., that 
the destruction is the material,} is not true:—in this case the 
word “annihilated” {in the aphorism, ] stands for “ annihilation’, 
—and nothing arises therefrom, because it is substantiality [and 
not the being a privation,] that constitutes the nature of the ma- 

erial cause of a positive product. 


+ ATI: प्रयोगः AAA AAT च कारकशब्द्प्रयोगात्‌ 
HARA दि बाधक CAAT यथा जनिष्यते पचः जन्य 
माणं पुचमभिनन्दति अभूत्‌ कुम्भा भित्रं कम्भमनशोचति i 

+ नन्वाल्तामेापचारिकः प्रमोगसथापि कि बीजादेविनष्ट- 
Buia सन्यसे बौ जादि विनाशस्य बा aia avait 
पादानलवं fafane वा तचार sat | 

विनष्टानौ बीजादौनामपादानलायोगादत्णवं न डि 
Aes fare विनाशन्तते। नेत्पत्तिदव्यलश् भ्वकाच्येश 
सवायि कारणतावच्छेद कत्वात्‌ | 
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%, But in regatd to the third {falternative,—viz., that the des. 
truction ef the seed is the concomitant cause of the plant,] tee 
says.*— 


ऋजनिर्देशाद प्रतिषेधः । ९.८१ 


The defence, ta its third ~. 18.—Since there is [लाल्‌] the 

aspect, repelled. e ॐ a e j 
pointing out of a sequence, this is no ob- 
jection. 


a. Since [it tay be Gontended that] won-existente सेरी, be 
denied to be a cause ,seeing that it is an admitted doctrine [—ad- 
mitted without formal mention—] that the absence of obstacles 
is a cause, he therefore says ‘Since,’ &. From perceiving that 
when the seed is destroyed the plant springs up, the destruction 
of the seed—the obstructer—is [indecd, assutned to be} a cause 
(of the plant, which could not come inte being wnless the seed 
gave place to it];—for, when the seed is destroyed, the plant 
originates from the parts thereof, combined with the parts of the 
irrigated earth (in which the seed was planted]. But if १५५. 
existence by itself could be a cause, thena plant might arise 
even from a seed when [its non existence has resulted from its 
being] reduced te powder,—for there is no difference between 
the non-entity [in the one case and in the other;i.e, whéther 
the seed be destroyed by one process or another process] :—such 
is the import.t 


* हतोयेलवाद ॥ 
t अभावस्य कार प्रं न प्रतिषिष्यतें प्रतिषैम्धकाभावस्छ 
देतुत्वोपगमादित्यादइ करमेति। बीजे farses जायत 
इलि ,प्र्षथाद्धो जख प्रतिबम्नकस्साभावः कारगर बीजे विन्द 
दि तदवयवेजेलाभिषिक्तमम्ध्यवसदितेरङ्र आश्व ¦ 
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&. Here ends the section denying that emptiness can bea 
material cause.* ` 


€. He states another opinion.+ 


0 A lan tat ti atin tne ete dite sti tin भीम सि | 


SECTION V. 


Wuerner Gop BE THE MATERIAL CAUSE. 


TAU कारणं पुरुषकम्मोफल्यट शेनात्‌ ॥ ९९ ५ 


Whether God be Aph. 19.—God [—suggests some one—] is 
the sole cause. 

the [sole] cause, because we see that the acts of 
men are [occasionally] unattended by their fruits. 


a. He clears up this.t 


न पुरघकम्भाभावे फलानिष्यन्तेः ॥ २० ॥ 


Aph. 20—Not 80 ; because, in the absence of 


This denied. ध 
wae men’s acts, the fruit is not produced. 


a. But then, weft it thus, would not the agency of man unduly 
involve [the attaanmgnt of] fruit [without God’s co-operation]? If 
this be said,’ hé d-elares'in regard to this :§— 
अभावमाजस्छ कारणत्वे Gaels बीजादङ्रोत्पन्तिः 
स्याद भावस्य निवि शेषतादिति भावः। 

^ समापनं श॒न्यतेपादाननिराकरणप्रकरणां ॥ 
+ मतान्तरमाद ॥ 
‡ समाधन्ते॥ 

§ नन्वेवं प्रुषव्यापारस्य फले व्यभिचारो न स्यादिति 

STATE १ 
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 नेतकारितवाददेत्‌ः ॥ २९॥ 


Aph. 21.—It [viz., man’s agency,] is not the 
[8०1९] cause, because that [absence of fruit, spo- 
ken of in the preceding aphorism] is caused by that [absence of 
man’s agency spoken of at the same place,-—but not conversely]. 


An objection met. 


a. Because (all that we assert is that] the absence of fruit is 
the result of the absence of man’s works,* [—but it does not 
follow that the works by themselves can produce fruit]. 


8. Here ends the section as to whether God be the material 
cause.t 


c. And if effects were fortuitous, then neither could atoms, or 
anything else, be the material cause [of things], nor could God 
be the concomitant Cause ;—-therefore he begins a section in dis- 
proof of fortuitousness. In regard to this matter there is an 
aphorism conveying a prima facie view.} 


SECTION VI. 
DisPROVING THAT EFFECTS ARE FORTUITOUS: 
य निमित्तता aaah: कण्टकतेच्छयया- 
दिदशेनात्‌ ॥२२। 
* फलाभावस्य पुरषकम्भाभावकारि तलात्‌॥ 
t समाप्रमीश्वरामादानताप्रकरणं । 
‡ afe च काय्याणामाकस्मिकलं तदा न परमायकदीना- 


मुपादानलं गवश्वरस्य निमित्तत्वमत आकस्सिकल्वनिराकर- 
णप्रकरणमारभते तच THT । 
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Whether things can Aph. 22.—There is an origiaation of enti» 
occur uncaused. : 

ties (—-contends some one—] from no cause, 
for we see the sharpness of a thorn, &c. 


a. ‘From no cause’ ;—the affix [viz., ¢asil, in the expression 
thus rendered,] has the force of a nominative,—the meaning 
being the causeless coming into existence of entities. The ex- 
pression ‘entities’ [—which might seem superfluous—] is for the 
sake of clearness. The origination of ajar, or the like, [—con- 
tends {38 teasoner—] is not determined by causes, because it is 
a case of [simple] origination [or coming into existence], like the 
ceming into existence of the sharpness of a thorn, &c.* 


8, By the “ &c., he includes the variegated hues of the pea- 
‘ootk, &c. ;—the import being that these have no cause whateverit 


c. A partially [orthodox] mistaken person blames this.} 


afafanfafanat नानिमित्ततः॥ ९३॥ 


400. 23.—It is not from no cause, because 
it is from a cause [in the shape of what you call] 
“ no-cause.”’ 


A defectwe reply. 


a. That is to say,-how can it be from no cause, whep the 
cause is precisely that ‘no-cause”’ (mentioned by yourself in 
the preceding aphorism], seeing that you exhibit, in the लप 








* ऋअनिमित्तत इति प्रथमान्तात्तसिल्‌ अनिमित्ता area 
त्तिरित्यथेः | भावेति सप्टा्थे । घरादयुत्पत्तिने कारणमिभभ्या 
उत्पत्तिलवात्‌ HEA TTT PTT ॥ ' 

+ अदिपदाग्मयूरविजारिपरिग्रहः तदकारणंकमेवे- 
HTS: ti 

‡ एकशेशो भान्ता दूषयति । 
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pression “from ne cause,” a Sth case-affix which marke a rea- 
son* ? 


b. He (the author] blames [this argument of a well-meaning 
follower, who did not discern that the affix,—-see §22, a,—was 
employed with the force of the Ist case, and not of the 5th]. 


निमिन्तानिमित्तयेरर्यान्नरभावाटप्रतिकेधः ॥ २४ ॥ 


Aph. 24.—This is ne objection, because a 
The defective reply : ‘ 
set aside. cause and no cause are two [entirely] different 
things. 


a. The alleged objection is not proper, because no cause and a 
cause are ‘different things,’ i.e., are heterogeneous,-~because 
what is no cause cannot be a cause. And that (error, to which 
the reply in question is no answer,] has been sufficiently refuted 
just by the refutation of the opinion that works are no cause of 
[man’s being born into the world in} the body,—therefore it is 
not refuted [over again] heref. 


8. Here ends the section respecting fortuitousness.§ 


* अनिमित्तत इति देतपच्छमीनिरदं शदनिमित्तस्यैव fa- 
मित्तत्वात्‌ कथमनिमित्तत इति a 

+ दूषयति ॥ 

‡ अनिमित्तस्य निमित्तस्य च अथान्तरभावान्‌ भेदात्‌ 
उक्तः प्रतिषेधो न aa: अनिित्तस्य निमिनतलासम्भवात्‌ | 
शरोरस्याकम्नोनिमित्तलद षणेनैव च तदषितप्रायित्याशेयेन 
नाज दूतितर्मिति।॥ 

¢ समाप्रमाकस्मिकलप्रकरणं | 
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€, Were everything uneternal, then not even Soul would be 
eternal; thereforé there is a section repelling the notion that 
everything is uneternal. Here the doubt arising, whether what- 
ever is cognizable be eternal, or not, we have an aphorism con- 
veying a prim4 facie view.* 


et Ng a nel tN 0 म 1 


SECTION VII. 


How NOT ALL THINGS ARE UNETERNAL. 


सवेमनित्यमुत्पत्तिविना शधरमेक्लात्‌ ॥ ९५ ॥ 


Whether everything Aph. 25.-~Everything is uneternal [—con- 
be uneternal. ok 

tends some one—], because it is what has a 
habit of coming into existence and perishing. 


a. What is not from eternity is destructible [—says this rea- 
soner—], because whatever has an origin has the character af 
decay.t 


b, He censures this. 


नातित्यतानित्यलात्‌ ॥ ₹२६॥ 


Aph. 26.—It is not uneternal, because ‘it (—in 


This denied. : + 
some instances—] is eternal, 


a. The fact of having an origin does not establish a thing’s 
destructibility,—because destruction is ‘eternal,’ i. e., is inde- 


* सव्वस्येवानित्यत्वे नात्माटेरपि fame स्यादतः सब्वा- 
नित्यलनिराकरण प्रकणं | तच प्रमेयत्वं नित्यत्वव्याप्ये qafa 
संशये पुव्वेपश्लदचं | 

अनिल्य < पि. 
† अनित्यं विनाशि खत्यत्तिमतोा विनाशधम्भकलवात्‌॥ 
‡ दूषयति । 
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structible so that, in that instance, there is a wandering away" 
[of the alleged mark unattended by what it is alleged as & mark 
ण]. 

5. Some one objects.t 


'तदनित्यत्वम्रदेद्धविनाशानुविनाशवत्‌ ॥ ₹२७। 


Aph, 27.—That [—objects some one—) is un- 
eternal, just as fire perishes on the perishing of the 
combustible. 


a. That also, viz., destruction, is not eternal ;—as fire, imme- 
diately on the perishing of ‘the combustible,’ i. e., of the fuel, or 
the like, perishes also itself, and does not emerge from the come 
bustible ; so also the destruction of a jar, or the like, perishes, 
and does not emerge from the jar, or the like.t 


An objection, 


b. He clears up this.§ 
नित्यस्याप्र्यास्यानं ययोपलय्िव्यवस्छानात्‌ ॥ ee | 


400. 28.——The eternal is undeniable, because 


1 lied. ., . 1. + 3 
This repelle it is laid down as it is apprehended. 


a, The full meaning is, that, there is no denying ‘the eternal,’ 





* safe न विनाशितसाधकं ध्वंसस्य नित्यलाद- 
विनाशित्वात्‌ तच व्यभिचारात्‌ t 

† अश्िपति। 

‡ तस्या अनितया अप्यनित्यलं यथाप्निरद्यसेग्धना- 
देविनाशानन्तरं खयमपि नश्यति नतु STR TENA तथा 
भटादेरपि नाशो नश्यति न षघरादुन्मव्ननं । 

§ खमाधन्ते ॥ 
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i.¢., the eternity of that which is distinguished by eternalness, 
‘ As it is apprehended,’ i. e.,. without going beyond [cases where 
there is] perception [of an eternal character]. And so [the fact 
that eternity belongs at least to some things, is settled] by its 
being determined that eternity belongs to [the ethereal] Space, 
and the like, on the strength of the argument which leads us to 
admit a subject of [admitted] qualities, corroborated by the sim- 
plicity* [which belongs to no other theory of the matter in 
question }. 


&. Here ends the section disproving the allegation that all 
things are uneternal.t 


८. If [on the other hand,] all things were eternal, then Trans- 
migrativu, & ८.) could not take place at all;—therefore there is a 
section for the refutation of this [eternity of a// things]. On this 
point there is an aphorism of objection. 


SECTION VIII. 
How NOT ALL THINGS ARE ETERNAL. 
aa नित्यं पञच्चभूतनित्यलात्‌ ॥ ९९ ॥ 
Whether everything ~ Aph. 29.—Everything [—says some one—] 
५ is eternal, because the five elements are 
eternal. 
«fama नित्यलविशिष्टख नित्यत्वस्य a प्रत्यास्यान- 
मिति फलितं। यथापलय्ि उपलव्ध्यनतिक्रमेण | तथाच 
x ot 
धभ्िय्ाशकमानेन लाघवसदङछते नाकाशादेमित्यतव्यवस्या- 
qaifefa t ॥ 
+ समापरं सववानित्यलवनिराकरणप्रकरणं । 
{ सब्येनित्धत्वे म प्रेत्यभावादिसिद्विरतस्श्िराकरणप्रका 
[शं । तचाच्चपङजं॥ 
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a, He clears up this.* 


नेत्यत्तिविनाशकारणेपलम्भेः ॥ २३०॥ 


= Aph, 30.—Not s0,—because we apprehend causes 
of production and of destruction. 

a. It is not proper to say that everything is eternal; because 
we apprehend, [in the case] of jars, and the like, causes of pro- 
duction and of destruction, viz., the conjunction of the bowl- 
shaped halves [in the production of a jar], and the blow of a 
mallet [in the destruction of it], and the like;—and thus pro- 
duction and destruction are inevitablet [as regards the necessity 
of conceding their existence]. 


8, Again a Sénkhya says.t— 


तल्वक्षणावराधाद प्रतिषेधः; WEL 


Aph. 31.—This is no refutation [—says 
the Sdnkhya, of the objection] ;—because 
the character thereof is [merely] obscured. 


A Sdnkhya objection. 


a. The alleged refutation [of the objection advanced in §29,] 
will not do; becanse [—argues the Sankhya—] that which is the 
character of something eternal, an atom, or the like, viz. [the 
character of] elementariness, or the like, is, in a jar, or the like, 
[merely] ‘ obscured,’ 1. e., it really exists;—and therefore the 





* समाधनने ॥ 

† सव्वेनित्यत्वं aaa घटादीनां त्यत्तिविनाशकारणानां 
कपालसंयेोगमुङ्गरपातादीनां उपलब्पैलथाचेत्पादषिना- 
भावावश्यकाचिति ॥ 

+ पुनः साहु ATE! 
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notion of production, &ec., is a mistaken. oner-aach is the 
import.* 

b. He blames this.t 


नात्पत्तितत्कारणोपलग्धेः ॥ By 


420. 82.—Not so,—because we perceive produe- 
tion,—which causes [us to know} that [uneternal- 
ness]. 

a, The denial that anything is uneternal is not proper, be- 
cause we perceive production, which ‘causes’ that, i. €. which 
causes us to know it for certain. And so, since the notion of 
production and destruction is a just one, the theory [that every- 
thing 1s eternal,] is set aside ; for otherwise there could be no 
such thing as the cognition of occasionalness ;—and this could 
not be accounted for by [the Sinkhya hypothesis of] manifes- 
tation [—see Sankhya Aph. ए. 1. §151—], because, since this 
[manifestation] itself is not an eternal thing, it upsets the theory 
that aii is eternal. And this will be discussed more clearly in 
the sequel. f 


* उक्त प्रतिषेधो न नित्यस परमाप्वादेयेदच्चणं भूतलादि 
घरादा तदवरोधोत्‌ तत्च्वा्तथाचेत्पादादिप्रत्यये भान 
दूति भावः 

+ दूषयति । 

‡ अनित्यलनिषेधा न युक्तं उत्पन्तेलत्कारणानतप्रमाप- 
काडूपलब्धेः | तथाचोत्ादविनाशप्रतीतेः प्ामाणिकला- 
तनिषेध इतरया काटाचित्कतवप्रतीत्यनुपपन्तेः न चाविभेः- 

` बात्तदुपपत्निसस्येवानित्यत्वे सव्येनित्त्वन्थाघातात्‌। fad 
‘fart चेदं स्यटतरमुपरिष्टात्‌ १ 


This repelled. 
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b. Poridering the doubt whether the notion of production snd 
destruction may be a mistaken one, he says.*—- 


भ व्यवस्छानुपयन्तेः ॥ ३ २ ॥ 


Aph, 88.—Not 90, 0609186 [in that case] 
there could be no such thing as settling any- 
thing. 


A doubt disposed of. 


a. That is to say,—if we were to entertain a doubt whether 
even that be an error which has been settled by all mankind to 
be a matter of fact, then we should have to give up using the 
terms truth and error.t 


b. Here ends the section confuting the opinion that all things 
are eternal.t 


८, Now, as the subject presents itself, there is a section on the 
question whether all things be separate things. In regard to 
this there is an aphorism conveying a primé facie view.§ 


FR PRE ^ ० 6 0. १५.११. 9 Ne 


SECTION IX. 


Flow ALL THINGS ARE NOT EACH SEVERAL THINGS, 
TS एयग्भावलक्तण एथक्तात्‌ ॥ २४ ॥ 


Whether everythin Aph. 34.— hi 1 ष इ 

1 9 ip Everything is several [—says 
some one—], because the marks of an entity 
are several. 


* रत्पाटविना शप्र्धयस्य मरान्तलं BTA ARTE | 

† साव्येलोक्िकम्रमातवेन सिद्रस्यापि भमत्वशङ्ायां प्रमा 
‡ ward सब्वेमित्धत्वनिराकरणश्प्रकर य | 

§ अथ प्रसङ्गातसव्बेषटयद्वप्रकरणं | तच पुष्वेप्खचं । 
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क, Every thing is ‘several,’ i.e. plural. A ‘mark’ ig that 
whereby anything is recognised,—something notorious in it, 
This [mark] is ‘several,’ i. e., it consists of several things. And 
so the application [of the argument is as follows] :— 

{i.) A jar, or the like, is in the shape of an aggregate :-- 

(2.) Because it is nameable :— 

(3.) [Everything that is nameable iy in the shape of an aggre- 
gate,| as an army, a forest, &c. 

[And, continues this reasoner,] there is no wandering away [of 
nameableness unaccompained by the character of an aggregate], 
because {—to anticipate the instances that may seem to contra- 
dict this—] there is no proof of [there being any such thing as] an 
imperceptible Ether, &c., and because the Soul is nothing other 
than the Body, and Quality and Action are nothing distinct 
from their substratum, and there is no proof of [there being any 
such thing as] either Ultimate Difference or Co-inhesion, and 
Non-existence iy nothing at all.* 


b, He clears up this.t 


नानेकलक्तपीरेकभावनिष्यन्तेः ॥ ३५ । 


Aph, 35.—Not so,—because by more marke 


This denied. ity i 
is denie than one a single entity is constituted. # 


a. Because , “by more marks than one, i. ¢., by more natures 
* aay पथक्‌ नाना लच्छतेऽनेनेति लक्षणं समाख्या 
तस्याः VR एयगथंकतवं तथाच प्रयोगा घटादिः समदरूपा 
वा्यलात्‌ सेनावनादिवत्‌ अतोदधिये, गमनारे मनाभा- 
वादात्मनः शरौरानतिरोकाद्गणकमेषाराश्चयामेटादिशेभ- 
समवायये्योनाभावादभावस्य TSA व्यभिवारः १ 

† समाघन्ते। 
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than one, 8, g-, by Colour, Savour, and so on,~and by:this, that 
and the other [constituent] portion,—there is ‘constituted,’ i. @., 
there is produced, just a single distinct entity;—such is the 
meaning.* 

¢. He states the reason,t [on which the foregoing argument 
is based}. 


लक्षाव्यवस्धानाटेवाप्रतिषेधं ; । Fs y 


Aph, 36.—There is no setting aside [this 


The denial reinforced. : Pe 
our argument], just because it is settled 


that there are marks. 


a. ‘There isno setting aside,’ 1. €; there is no establishing 
that every thing is several,—just because ‘it is settled,’ i. e., it is 
an established point, that there are ‘ marks,’—viz., [marks] of 
entities, such as jars, webs, &c.,t [which entities possess a unity, 
else how could the mark of any one Je a mark of that one] ? 


6. Here ends the scction refuting the notion that everything 
is several things. § 


c. Were all a void, there could be no such relation as that of 
cause and effect; therefore he commences a section in order to 
refute this [notion]. Here the doubt presenting itself—whether 
the fact of being an object of knowledge be, or be not, invari- 


* अनेकलच्तरीरनेकखरूपै रूपरसादिभिसत्तदवयवैश्च 
विशिषस्येक्येव भावस्य निग्यत्तेसत्पत्तेरित्ययेः । 

† Saas ।॥ 

‡ wea अथाद्भावानां चरपरादीनां व्यवष्थानाद्वब- 
श्धितत्वाटेवाप्रतिषेधः ५ 

§ समापनं सव्वेषएयक्निराकरण प्रकरणं | 
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abiy attended by the fact of being a non-entity—, there is an 
aphorism conveying a prima facie view.* 





SECTION X. 
How ALL 18 NOT NON-EXISTENT. 


WAAWMAl भावेच्वितरतराभावसिद्धेः + ३.। 


Aph. 37.—Everything is a non-entity 
[—-says some one—], because it is a set- 
tled point that in entities there are mutual non-existences. 


Whether all be non-entity. 


a, Everything is matter of dispute—non-entity—trash. He 
alleges 2 direct proof of this, saying, ‘ because in entities,’ &c.,— 
i.e., because, in what are fancied to be entities, €. g., in jars, &c. 
it is settled that there is the nature of non-entity ;--for, that all 
things have the nature of non-existence, is settled by such cog- 
nitions as “ A jar is not a web,” [—so that there is non-existence 
of a jar in the web, and of a web in the jar,| &c.+ 


४, The aphorism conveying the tenet. 


न खभावासिङमेावानां ॥ शदटर। 


भामा क 


* सव्वेशुन्यत्वेन काय्थेकारणभावासम्भव इति तव्रिराकर- 
MURTHA | तच न्नानविषयत्वमभावत्व्धाप्यं नवेति 
संशये पव्वेपथ जं ॥ 

+ सथ्य विवादपदमभावसद्धं तच yer मानमाह भावे 
fafa: भावल्वामिमतेषु घटादिषु अभावत्वसिद्ेषटः 
परे नेत्यादिप्रतीत्या सर्ग्बषामभावत्वसिदधः t 

‡ सिद्धान्तख्जं ॥ 
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Aph, 38.—Not so,—because, of entities; the na- 


This denied. ture is real. 


a, ° Of entities,’ i. e., of Earth, &c., fhe ‘ nature,’ viz., Odour, 
&e., and Existence, &c., 18 real:—for it is impossible that of a 
nothing the Odour, Colour, or the like, should appear really exis: 


tent.* 


6. Again some one doubts :t— 


न खभावसिद्धिरापेक्िकल्वात्‌॥ ३९ ॥ 


Aph. 39.—There is no reality [—says some one—] in 


bt. 1 
५ dow the nature [of things], because they are relative. 


a. Because they have rejation one to another,—for we observe 
that “In relation to that—this is bluer,”—* It is short in com- 
parison with that,” &c. And what is relative is not real, just 
like the redness of crystal which has relation to the Hibiscus 
flowert [reflected in it, or scen through it]. 


b, He clears up this.§ 
आदइतलादयुक्तं t ४ °॥ 


Aph. 40.—This is improper, because asserted 


This cleared up. falsely 





ररी mates 


* भावानां एथिव्यारीनां खभावस्य tate: साटेश्च सिद्धः 
नदि तुच्छस्य गन्धरूपादिकं waa प्रतीतिबा सम्भवति । 

† पुनः wed । 

+ इतरसापेच्चलवात्‌ एतद पच्चया(यं नोलतर एत॑दटपेचषा 
इख इति प्रतीतेः यच्च सापेच्नदक्सलु यथा जवासापेशं 
प्परिकारुण्ठं | 

$ समाधत्ते ॥ 
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a. Since it is ‘asserted falsely,’ i. e., since it is not the case, 
that non-entity is predicable wherever there is relativeness. 
Nor cana jar, or the hike, be a relative thing. Further, is 
relatweness relative, or not? Ifthe first, then, since [on your 
hypothesis,] it is a non-entity, it proves nothing. If the latter, 
then, since it itself is something real, how can all be unreal? ° 
Such 18 the import.* 


¢. Here ends the seetion refuting the opinion that all is no- 
thing.t 

c. Next there 1s a section in refutation of the doctrine that all 
18 numerically one.t 


छ. An aphorism conveying a tenet§ [follows]. 


कि पेज पर ed १.३१ १. a NN I पि को प पेन Cad LOLI ALA LOL Il Ma AOL OI IAL dl भः ५५५४ 


SECTION XI. 
How ^. 18 NOT NUMERICALLY ONE, AND, FURTHER, 


RLGiRDING FRvIT 
agama: कारणानुपपत््युपप- 
न्िभ्याम ॥ ४२॥ 


Aph, 41.—Through there being a rea- 
Argument against all _ — 
besng numerically one. = 807, or by there not beimg one, it is not 
true that all 18 numencally one 





पि 9 क कक त व 


* साप्रत्तलस्य तुच्छलव्याप्रव्याहतष्वादसिदत्वात्‌ नवा 
घटादेः wae सम्भवति किच्च सापे्तत्वं ade aar 
आद्ये तस्य॒ तुच्छलात्र साधकत्वं अन्तये तस्येव सत्यत्वात्‌ कुतः 
संववे गन्यत्वमिति ura: | 

† dart सव्वैशरान्धतामिराकरसणप्रकरणं ॥ 

‡ अथ संस्येकान्तढाद निराकरणप्रकरणां ॥ 

§ सिदान्तस्‌चं i 
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a. All things are not really numerically one, because there is 
no ‘reason,’ i. e., no proof of this; or, if there be, then all ia not 
numerically one, because it is looked for that the proof be some- 
thing other than the thing proved.* 


b. Some one objects :+— 


न कारणावयवभावात्‌ ll 8X 


Aph. 42.—Not so [—says some one—]}, becausg 


An objection. : 
८; the reason is a part. 


a. That all is numerically one is not untrue, because the ‘ rea- 
son,’ i. e., the proof, is a ‘ part,’ i, e., is a portion, of the aforesaid 
(numerically single total]; and there is no difference between 
part and whoie,} (such as might justify our regarding a part and 
the whole as fwo}. 


5. He blames this.§ 


निरवयवत्वाट्देतुः ॥ ४ ३॥ 


Aph. 43.—This is no reason, because there is 


Thi lled. 
१.19 no part [available for the purpose]. 


a. The alleged reason is not proper, because, since everything 
whatever is the subject of the proposition, there is nothing left 


‘agar न सिध्यन्ति कारणस्य प्रमाणशख्ानुपपनः 
उपपना बानं सदगेकान्तः साधनस्य साध्यातिरिक्रद्याः 
पे्ितत्वात्‌ ॥ 

t arfeofa tt. 

नै A क 

ta agyarrentafe: कारणस्य VATAYTT Te 
खछररोकरेशतादवयवावयविनेोश्च भेटाभाषः॥ 

§ gaafat 








36 THE APHORISMS OF THE NYAYA. 


over,—and a portion of the subject cannot supply the ergument :— 
such is the import.* 


€. Now, since the opportunity offers, ‘ Fruit’ being to be ex- 
amined, he states a doubt.t 


~ “~ # a 
aa कालान्रच फलनिष्यत्तेः संशयः ॥ ४ ४॥ 


402. 44.—Since ‘Fruit,’ is produced 
instantly, and at another time, there 
arises a doubt. 


4A doubt regarding ‘Fruit.’ 


a. Since we see that such an action as cooking has its fruit 
immediately, while ploughing, or the like, has its fruit at a sub- 
sequent time, there arises a doubt whether the fruit of maintain- 
ing the sacred fire, of oblations, of injuries, and so on, be imme- 
diate, or belong to another time.t 


6. In regard to this point, the prima facie view being this, 
that, since worldly credit or discredit may themselves be the 
fruit, we are not to imagine merit, &c., [as accruing to the agent] ; 
the aphorism conveying the tenet§ [follows] :— 


न सद्यः फलं कालान्तरोापभेग्यलात्‌ ॥ ४५॥ 





* Sal Sia युक्तः सव्यस्येव पन्चत्वेनावशिष्टस्याभा- 
TASTY देत्‌त्ासम्भवादिति ara | 

t अथावसरतः फले TOs STATES ॥ 

‡ पाकाटिक्रियायाः सद्यःफलकलस्य Ree: कालान्तर 
फलकलतस्य SUAS यिदाच SAAS SAS WS साद्यस्क 
कालान्तरौणं afa संशयः | 

$ तनेडिककी त्ये कीत्यटीनामेव फलत्वसम्भवे Aer 
दिकल्पनमिति पूव्वेपक्ते सिदान्तखचं ॥ 
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Aph. 45.—The ‘Fruit’ is, not immediate, 
because it has to be experienced at a future 
date. 


a. That is to say, because it is declared as having to be experie 
enced at a future date. For heaven is mentioned in scripture as 
‘Fruit, and that is joy unmixed with pain, and worldly joys are 
not so. In like manner the experiencing of this or that hell is 
mentioned in scripture as the ^ Fruit,’ of doing injury, &c.; and 
that cannot be here [on earth] :—such is the import.* 


The doubt solved. 


6, Some one doubts.t 


कालान्तरेणानिष्यत्तिर्हतुविनाशात ॥ ४ इ । 


Aph. 46.—It cannot be produced at a subsequent 
time [—says some one—], because the cause hag 
ceased to be. 


A doubt. 


a. The fruit of this or that act cannot be at a future time, be- 
cause the ‘ cause,’ viz., the act, has ceased to be.t 


6. He clears up this.§ 


प्राङ्ष्यन्तेटेच्तफ लवन्त्छात्‌॥ ४ ७ ॥ 
Aph. 47.—Before the production, that may 


This cleared up. . : j 
ˆ OEP” = 6 like a tree and its fruit. 


(canara ५०७०५ 


* कालान्तरापभोग्यलवेन प्रतिपादनादित्यथेः खाहि फलं 
श्रुयते सच दूःखासम्भिन्रसुखं न चद्िकं सुखं तथा एवं दिंसादे- 
कनतत्ररकोापभागः फलं शयते AVE तद्छम्भव इति भावः ॥ 

t weet 

‡ कालान्तरेण ATAU: फलं न सम्भवति SATA ° 
णि विनाशात्‌।॥ 

§ warez | | 
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a, Before the production of [one’s fruition of] heaven, &c., 
that may be the medium. He states an example: ‘like a tree 
and its fruit.’ As, even when the watering of the root, and so 
on, has ceased, fruit may be produced by virtue of the medium, 
viz , the consequent growth, &c., of the parts, so, in the matter 
before us, though the sacrificial acts, &c., have ceased to be,‘there 
is no inconsistency in the resulting of [the fruition of| heayen, 
&c., because a mediuin really exists in the shape of the merit 
thereby generated.* 


8. But then [—says some one—] the very relation of cause 
and effect will not bear examination;—so he ponders this 


doubt.t 
=f € 
नासन्न स्र सट्सत्‌ aad TAWA ॥ ४८॥। 


Whether the relation of cause Aph. 48.—[The Fruit, says some 
० one, before its production, is] neither 
non-entity, nor entity, nor yet [at once,] entity and non-entity, 
because entity and non-entity are incongruous. 


a. ‘ Before production’ is borrowed [from the preceding apho- 
yism]. ‘The Fruit’ has to be supplied. And so, antecedently 
to its production, the fruit is not a non entity, because, if what is 
@ non-entity could come into existence, then hares’ horns, and 
the like, might also come into existence, and we might find oil 
even in sand, and the like;—neither is it [—the fruit—] an 
entity, because it is a contradiction that what is should come into 


* खगादिनिष्यत्तेः WAIT स्थात्‌ दष्टानलमाइ TIAA 
वत्‌ यथा मुलखेकादिनाशेऽपि तद धौनानयवोापचयादि द्वार- 
चलेन फलेोत्प्तिख्तया waa sia यागादिनाशेऽपि तज्जन्या" 
CORTE TUN खमेद्युत्पत्तिविरोधः tt 

† नन्‌ काव्येकारणभाव एव न विचारसदड इत्याशङ्कते A 
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existence ;—for the same reason it is not [at once) an entity and 
non-entity, because an entity and a non-eniity have inter-repuge 
nant characters, in the shape of being and not being.* 


8. He clears up this.t 


प्रागुत्पत्तरत्यत्तिधमे कमसदित्य द्रा उत्पादग्यय- 
दशनात्‌ ॥ 8९ ॥ 


Aph, 49.—Previously to its production, 
that which has the character of coming nto’ 
existence, is, verily, not an entity, because we witness both pro- 
duction and destruction. 


This point cleared up. 


a. ‘That which has the character of coming into existence’, i. €, 
that which is viewed under the aspect of what has the character 
of coming into existence, € g., a web, or the like, is, antecedently 
to its production, not an entity :—‘verily,’ i. ©. this is the 
truth,—because production and destruction are established facts ; 
—for we understand that ^ Now the jar has been produced,” and 
‘Now the jar has been destroyed ;”’-—but what really exists can- 
not be produced, because then we should have a case of what hag 
been produced being produced over again.t 


+ प्राङ्ष्यत्तेरित्यनुवन्तेते फलमित्यष्यादन्तेव्य॑ तथा 
SIT: प्राक्‌ फलं नासत्‌ असत उत्पतता शशण्टङ्ादेर- 
aria; स्यात्‌ स्याच्च सिकतादावपि ad न वा सत्‌ सतं 
उत्पत्तिविरोाधात्‌ अतएव न सदसत्‌ सद सताः TUT 
लक्षणवैधम्धात्‌ ॥ ` 

+ wares 

‡ उत्यत्तिधम्धेकं खत्पत्तिधम्मेकलतवेनापलम्यमानं परादिक- 
Ara: प्रागसदिति Ag तं उत्पादनाशयेः प्रमितलात्‌ 
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b. To the remark, that, if what is no entity could come into 
existence, there would be no law, [but utter confusion would 


prevail,] he says.* 


afafaga तदसत्‌॥ ५०॥ 

Aph, 50.—But that, [though] no entity, is 
determined by the understanding. 

a. ‘That,’ 1, e., the product ;—({though] ‘no entity,’ 1. e., being 
that whereof antecedent non-existence was predicable ;—‘is de- 
termined by the understanding,’ i. ©. is made to itself an object, 
by the understanding. 0 explain,—the weaver sets himself to 
work, having considered, that, “In these threads [—1. €^ consti- 
tuted by these threads—] there will be a web,’—but not with 
the understanding, that, “there is 8 web;” for, if that were the 
casc, then, the product being supposed extant, there would be no 
setting one’s self to work, because desire [precluded by posses 


sion,| would be absent.t 


6. Well, be it so, that ‘Fruit’ icsults from a cause, yet, since 
the example [in §47], viz., ‘like a tree and its fruit,’ is not a 
parallel one, it is not proved that there is such a thing as merit: 
—so some one, on the strength of this, doubts as 0106. -- 


An objection met. 











"०० ee 


इ टानीं घट Sarg इदानीं घटो विनष्ट इति प्रत्ययात्‌ सततत 
नेात्प्निसम्भव उत्न्नपनरुत्याद प्रसङ्गात्‌ ॥ 

* असत ऊत्पत्त नियमे न स्ादित्यचाद। 

tara असत्‌ प्रागभावप्रतियागिबुदधिसिङ़ं age 
विषयीक्तं तथा इह तन्तघ परा भविष्यतीति aren 
कुविन्दः प्रवन्तेते aa परा{खीति star नथा सति सिलेन 
ज्ञात इच्छा; भावात्‌ प्रक््यन्‌पपन्तेः । 

‡ नन्वस्तु हेतुफलभावसथापि टच्तफलवदिति दष्टानवैष- 


ग्धाश्रादृश्टसिदिरि्ाश्येन शङ्कते । 
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HAIAACH A टक्षफलवदित्यदेतुः ॥ ५९. ॥ 


Aph. 51.- [€ example, in §47,] “like a 
tree and its fruit” is no argument, [says some 
0४९,] because a receptacle is awanting. 


Another objection. 


a. 1४ is no argument to say, that, before production fof the 
fruit of acts], the case is like that of a tree and its fruit ;—why ? 
—‘ because a receptacle is awanting,’ i. e., because that body by 
which the act was done has perished :—but, in the case of the 
tree, its improvement, by watering, &c., is suitable, becanse the 
tree really exists [and furnishes a continuant receptacle for the 
results of the acts] :—such is the fancy* [of this objector]. 


b. He clears up this.t 


प्रोतेरात्माययलादरतु; । ५२॥ 


Aph. 52,—This [that is urged in §51,] is 
no argument, because the Soul is the recep. 
tacle of the happiness. 


The point cleared up. 


a. The argument, ‘because a receptacle is awanting,’ is not 
proper,—because ‘the happiness,’ i. ९. the joy that is to take 
place, on being lodged in a celestial body, resides in the Soul ;— 
that is to say, because it has the same receptacle as [the merit 
of] the sacrifices, &c.,{ [of which it is the fruit]. 


° प्राङ्ष्यत्तेठेक्चफलवदित्यदेतुः कतः आश्रयव्यतिर 
कात्‌ येन कायेन कम्भ छतं तस्य नाशात्‌ sae तु त्य 
ठ्तस्य सत्वात्‌ सलिलसेकादिकं परिकम्मापयुज्यत इत्ध- 
भिमानः॥ 

समाधत्ते । 

‡ आअयनव्यतिरोकादितिदेतुने युक्तः Ha: सखस खनिः 


# 
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5. He ponders the doubt whether, even though it be possible 
that, in some cases, they [—the merit and the fruit—] have the 
same receptacle, it may not be so in every case.* 


न पुज पशुपरिच्छदद्दिरण्याव्रादि फलनि 
शात्‌ ॥ ५३॥ 


Aph. 53.—Notso [—says some one,— 
the fruit cannot be lodged always in the 
Soul} „` becanse such fruits are mentioned as a son, a wife, cattle, 
attendants, gold, food, &c. 


The objection modified. 


©, Simce sons, &c., are mentioned as fruits, it 18 impossible 
that they should have the same receptacle [as the merit of which 
they are the fruits] :—such is the import.t 


b. Although, since sons, &c., are fruits belonging to the pre- 
sent life, there is no froom for] doubt at all, seeing that, in this 
easc, there ts no such absence of a receptacle [as the doubt, in 
§51, is founded upon, and we might therefore have spared our- 
selves the trouble of replying] ;—still, having regard to the consi- 
deration that where the fruit may be in the shape of wealth, &c., 
belonging to a subsequent birth, even then our theory does not 
fail,—he sayst [as follows]. 


शरो रावच्छेदेन जायमानयस्यात्महत्तिलाद्यागादिसामानाभि- 
करएट्यारित्ययेः ॥ 

* कचित्छमानाधिकरए्छसम्भवेऽपि सव्येव न तथेति 
Wed ॥ । 

† पुचादौनां फलनिर्देशात्‌ सामानाधिकरण्यं न सभ्व- 
तीति ara: | 

‡ aafa पुजादीनामेडिकफललत्वात्तचएअ्यव्यतिरेका- 
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AMAATHA AIAG फलवदुपचारः ॥ ५४ ॥ 


4000. 54.—In the case of these there is a 
figurative employment of speech, as if they 
_ were ‘ Fruit,’ because ‘Fruit? is produced by the conjunction 

theredf. 


The objection removed, 


a. ‘ By the conjunction thereof,’ 1. €.) by the possession of a 
son, &c. ;—‘ because fruit is produced,’ 1. e., because [—see $45, 
a—] joy is produced ;—‘ in the case of these,’ 1. €. in the case of 
a son, or the like ;—‘ there is a figurative employment of speech, 
as if they were fruit,’ i.e, they are figuratively called fruit,— 
just as in such an expression as “ Food, verily, is the life of the 


living,”’—(whereas, literally, itis only by the conjunction of food 
that life is continued to the living].* 


8. Here ends the section on the examination of § Fruit.’+ 


c. Now ‘ Pain,’ which [—see the enunciation in B. I. §9—] 
presents itself next in order, is to be examincd; and, in regard 
to this, it has been stated [at B. I. §21,] that Pain is that whose 
mark is distress :—and it was stated that what is meant by it 
is the being whatever has the nature [or genus] which is the 
nature of pain :—and this, in such [so called] pains as the Body 
[—see B. I. §21, a—] is not invariably accompanied [by the al- 
भावात्‌ wea न तथापि यच जन्मान्तरोयधनादिकर्मपि 


फलं स्यात्तचापि नानुपपत्तिरित्याशयेनाद। 


* तत्सम्बन्धात्पुचादि सम्बम्धात्फलनिष्यत्त Mera: तेषु 
पुचादिषु फलवदूपचारः फलत्वेन व्यपदेशः यथां वै 
प्राणिनां प्राणा इति । 


t Sart फलपरोत्ताप्रकरणं। 
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leged mark of distress | ;—-80, pondering this doubt, he says* 
(as follows]. 


et Na = ४५ LIN re ee Re ee er eR 0 19. 


SECTION XII. 


THE EXAMINATION OF PAIN. 


विविधबाधनायोगाहःखं जन््ात्प्तिः॥ ५५॥ 


tet definition of Pain 400, 55.—The occurrence of birth isa 

justified. : sce An, cot fe ; ; ; 
grief, because it 1s joined with various dis- 
tresses. 


a. The Body, &c., is [called] a ‘ birth,’ because of its association 
with the fact of being born. ‘The occurrence thereof? means 
conjunction therewith. ‘ Because it is joined with various dis- 
tresses,’ the expression pain is applied to it [—viz., to the Body, 
--] figuratively,—but it is not an actual pain ;—-and so it is di- 
rected to be regarded as ‘ Pain,’ with a view to its being avoided 
in consideration of its being connected with various pains.f 


९. But then, by considering it [the Body,] as a pain, pray, 18 





न 


* अय RAN दुःखं aqua aa च बाधनालक्षणं 
दुःखमित्धुक्तं तद थेलु दुःखत्वजातिमत्तमिन्ुक्तं तच शरी. 
राद दूःखेऽव्याप्रमित्याशङ्खाद । 

† जननयेागान्नन्म Tes agaist: वि- 
विधबाधनायो गात्‌ दूःखमिति व्यपदिश्यते न तु areata 
तत्‌ द्‌खं तथाच विविधदूःखानुषक्ततया देवला दुःख- 


fafa भावनोयमुपदिश्यते t 
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pleasure denied [to have any existence]? —this is impossible ;-— 
therefore he says* {as follows]. 


स्तुखस्याप्यन्तरालनिष्यत्तेः ॥ ५६ । 


Aph. 56.—[Pleasure is not denied 
to exist,] because pleasure also is pro- 
duced in the midst [of the pains which constitute the actual 
stuff of human life]. 


Pleasuve admitted to exist. 


a. [This we grant,| because, since pleasure also does arise 
amidst pains, it is impossible to deny its existence.t 


6. But then, since there is no difference between the connec. 
tion of pleasure [with the Soul,] and that of pain, why do you 
not prefer that we should regard them [both] as pleasure [—-in- 
stead of regarding both of them as pain]? To this he replies :t— 


~ = "^ € २.९ ~ 
बाधनानिटन्तेवदयतः पर्यषणषदटोाषाद प्रति- 
ae ॥ ५७॥ 


Pleasure a we in com- Aph. 57.—Since there is the cessation 
eas cat of pain [ —which is the one great end], and 
since he who adopts your view has the fault of secking after [en- 


{aors snare ene TUS ० 


* नन्‌ canada किं सुखं प्रत्याख्यायते न चेतच्छक्य- 
मत आद I 

† Sarat म्ये सुखस्याप्यु्यत्तेसत्मत्यास्य नस्या शक्ध- 
त्वात्‌ ॥ 

‡ ननु सुखद्ःखसम्बम्धाविशेषात्‌ सुखभावनमेव किं . 
नेष्यत दत्यचाद। 
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joyable objects], this is no objection [to the injunction that all 
that is mundanéd should be regarded as pain]. 

a, This is no objection to regarding [everything mundane] as 
pain,—because ‘he who adopts your view,’ i. e., he who consi- 
ders that it [the body,] is an instrument of enjoyment, ‘has the 
fault of seeking after,’ i. e., has the fault of seeking after, or of 
exerting himself about, the objects of enjoyment. For, he who 
exerts himself for the the sake of joy, is tormented, in the acquir- 
ing and the keeping, &c., with various distresses ;—therefore, 
since this may serve as a cause of the abandoning of desire, it is 
directed that it [viz., the Body, and mundane existence altoge- 
ther,] shall be regarded as a pain.* 


8. But then, [some one may say,] since it "mundane life,}] can 
cease, quite spontaneously, in the case of him who feels it to be 
pain, the instruction to consider it as such is useless ;—so to this 


he replies :t— 
द्‌;ःखविकल्पे सुखाभिमाना i ५८ ॥ 


The direction to reyard the Body Aph. 58.—<And [the injunction is 
OO peo advisable, ] because, whilst there is a 
doubt whether it be pain, something may be fancied a pleasure, 
(though it be really an eval]. 


a. In respect of what thing there is a various (and undecided} 


^ टू;खभावनस्य न प्रतिघेधः aca सुखसाधनतवं जा- 
नतः पर्यलणदाषात्‌ TAA सुखाथेप्रवत्ेनं दाषात्‌ सु- 
खां waar fe अजेनपालनार विविधाभिनाधना- 
मिरुपतप्यतेऽते दूःखभावनं वैराग्यदेतुतयोपदिणष्यते + 

† नन्‌ दुःखमनुभवतः खत एव निटत्तिसम्भवात्‌ दूःखभावः 
नेापदेशे व्यथै इत्यत आद | 
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ypinion whether it be a pain, this injunction is, in order that 
here may be no engaging in sucha thing, e. g., in forbidden 
njury, or eating, or embraces, &c.,:—such is the import.* 


7, Ilere ends the section on the examination of ‘ Pain’.t 


c. Now, since it has presented itself in turn, ‘ Emancipation’ 
ए. I. §9,] is to be examined ; and in regard to this he states a 
1704. facie view that there is no such thing, because there is no 
sufficient] opportunity for exerting oncself with a view thereto.} 


SECTION XIII. 
EMANCIPATION EXAMINED. 


चटणक्तेशप्रटत्यनु बन्धाद पवगेाभावः ॥ ५९ ॥ 


6 Le ali Aph, 59.—There is no Emancipation 
cipation questioned. न 

[says some one], because of the [continual] 
association of one’s debts and troubles and exertions. 


a. There can be no Emancipation, because, by reason of the 
clinging to us of our ‘ debts,’ &c., there is no opportunity for work- 
ing out our salvation :—and so it 1s stated in scripture “when 
born, verily, a Brahman is born triply indebted ;—from the Rishis, 
by his course of student-life ; from the gods, by sacrifice ; from the 
progenitors, by progeny ;’—that is to say, one is freed ‘ from the 


* दुःखस्य विविधः कल्या aa तादशे प्रतिषिददिंसाभो. 
जन मेयुनारै प्रट्तिमैभुदित्ययमुदेपश इति भावः। 

1 समापनं दुःखपरो्ताप्रकरणां । 

‡ अथ क्रमप्राप्रतयाऽपवगे; परौ त्णीयः तच च तदथेक- 
पररत्तिकालाभावान्तदभाव इति पुववेपचयति ॥ ` 
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Rishis,’ i. e., from his debts to the Rishis, by his course of stu- 
dent-life ; he is freed ‘from the gods,’ i. e., from his debts to 
the gods, by sacrifice ; he is freed ‘from the progenitors,’ 1. e., 
from his debts to the progenitors, ‘by progeny,’ i.e., by [his 
begetting] offspring :—and life passes away in the mere clearing 
off of these debts :*—{and so of the ‘ troubles’ and ‘ exertions’ }. 


b. He clears up this.t 
= ६ ~ ~ 
DUA TRAIT TUATHA ATS निन्दा- 
प्रशंसा पपत्तेः ॥ & ० ॥ 


Aph. 60.—Since the literal expressions 
would be inadmissible, the recital 1s with 
figurative expressions, {and this has an additional advantage] 
because [it acquaints us that; blarac and praise are rendered 
suitable. 


This douht cleared up. 


a. For the recital “ when born,” &c. [§59, a,] does not con- 
sist of literal expressions, for a person is not competent to acts 
as soon as born. In the same way, the word ‘debt’, too, is not 
meant literally, for, in this instance, no one gives something that 
is to be received back again ;—but it is enounced in such terms 


* PUTAS पवभान्‌ष्ठानकालाभावादपवगेभावः 
स्यात्‌ तथाच Bad नायमानेो इतै ब्राह्मणल्तिभिः रण- 
वान्‌ जायते ब्रद्मचर्ययण wis: ada टेवेभ्यः प्रजया 
fra इति कटपिभ्यः ष्युणभ्यो ब्रह्मचर्येण मुच्यते Saez: 
देवेभ्यः येन म्यते प्रजया अपत्येन पिष्टम्धः facut 
मुच्यते चटणापाकरणेनेव च जीवनापगमः। 


+ समाधत्त i 


र्ब 
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in order to acquaint us that the thing is as obligatory as the dis- 
charging of a debt.* 


8. He mentions the reason for the employment of figurative 
language, saying, ‘because blame and praise are rendered suit- 
able.’ Just as by the discharging of a debt and by the not dis- 
charging it, so by the performance of sacrifice, &c., and by its 
non-performance, blame and praise are rendered suitable.t 


c. And it is not the case that there is no season for engaging 
in the work [of one’s Emancipation], because it is said ^ By old 
age 18 he emancipated,” &c.t 


d. But then, though it be possible to get rid of things de- 
sirable by abandoning the desire of them, how can constant du- 
ties [—see the Weddnita-sdra§ —|be got rid of?—for itis 
stated in scripture “ He should offer burnt sacrifice as long as he 
lives.’ To this he replies$.— 


* जायमानदत्याद्यनुवादोादि न प्रधानशब्दः aS जाय 
सानः कम्येएयधिकियतें । एवमण शब्दोऽपि न मखः ART 
प्रत्यादेयं कश्चन ददाति परन्तु टणापाकरणवदावश्यकल- 
स्यापनाय तथोक्त ॥ 

† लाक्षणिकशन्द्प्रयोगं atsrare निन्दाप्रशंसापपन्तेः च्ट- 
णानपाकरणतद पाकरणाभ्यामि वािदचाद्यकरणतत्कवर णा- 
भ्यां निन्दाप्रशंसे उपपद्येते | 

‡ नचानुष्टानकाखाभावः जरया faye इत्युक्तेः । 

§ ननु काम्धानां कामनाविरदेण त्यागसम्भवेऽपि नित्या- 
at कथं त्यागः get fe यावव्लौवमिदहोाचं जहयादिति 


ताइ ॥ 
G 
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समारोपादात्मन्यप्रतिषेधः; ॥ Xt 


How the eternal duties do Aph. 61.—This is no objection [to 

not exclude Emancipation. ० 10 
Emancipation], because it is imputed to 
the soul. 


a. The objection to Emancipation is not proper, because we 
are instructed to attribute these fires to the soul :*—{in short,— 
when a Bréhman, having reached the age at which he ought to 
retire from the world, is no longer competent to perform the 
regular daily duties, he must im7gine himself performing them ; 
—and this will free him from the bad consequences of neglecting 
them; while, on tle other hand, the defect of actual fulfilment 
will free him from the necessity of having to undergo reward for 
the same]. 


6, But then, even if burnt sacrifice were not an obstacle [to 
Emancipation], the very fruit of it, viz., Paradise, must [—says 
some one—] be an obstacle to Emancipation [from pleasure and 
pain alike]. To this he replies.+ 


पाचचयान्तानुपपत्तेश्च फलाभावः ॥ € २ ॥ 


~ 


7 # A ph. 62.—Because the [required] collec- 
ow sacrifice does not, ; 
debar Emancipation. tion of vessels cannot be had, and [so of 
other cases], there is not the fruit. 


a. In the case of him that possesses knowledge, the ‘ fruit,’ i. 
€. Paradise, does not take place:—for burnt sacrifice implies a 


* आअपवगेप्रतिषेधा न युक्तः अदीनामात्मनि समारोप 
विधानात्‌ 

+ नन्वग्मिदाचस्याप्रतिबम्वकत्वेऽपि तत्फलसगे एवापवगे- 
प्रतिबन्धकः साद चाद | 
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‘collection of vessels,’—vessels, i. €,» vessels for burnt sacrifice, — 
a collection of such,—an arrangement of them with respect to 
the members of the victim, the thing sacrificed,—according to 
the direction “In the mouth a ladle filled with butter,” and so 
in order. Since these cannot be provided by a beggar [—which 
every Bréhman, when he becomes aged, is bound to be—J, and 
since, therefore, the fruit of the burnt sacrifice, from the want of 
these things, does not take place, still the fruits of the Jyotish- 
tuma sacrifice, and of bathing in the Ganges, &c., and (on the 
other hand] of injuries, &c., might be [supposed to be] obstacles 
(to Emancipation], therefore, in order to include other reasons 
(why Emancipation should not be eternally impossible], an “and” 
[—equivalent to an “&c”’—] is inserted [in the aphorism]. 
And thus the import is, that actions, other than those done in a 
former state of existence, are obliterated by knowledge simply ;*— 
(for it is he “that possesses knowledge” who can both perform 
the ‘constant duties,’ so as to avoid the guilt of their neglect, 
and at the same time escape the opposite Charybdis of having to 
suffer the reward of them in Paradise]. 


8. He censures [the notion—see $59—that Emancipation is 
rendered impossible by] the constant attendance of distress. 


ee 





* ज्ञानिनः फलस्य खगेस्याभावः afr fe पाचच- 
यान्तं warfare targa: यजमानख्ाङ्गषु 
विन्यासः मुखे तपृथ qafafa करमेण भिक्तोक्लद नुपपत्तेः 
तेन तत्परित्यागात्‌ अग्रिदाचफलाभावेपि च्योतिरोामगङ् 
सनादिद्दिसादिफलानां प्रतिबन्धकलं edt ₹हेलन्तर- 
समु्याय चकार उपन्यस्तसलथाच प्रार्धातिरि त्रक्र्ेणां 
-ज्ञानाटव AA इत्याशयः | 


† कोणान्‌ बस्षं दूषयति । 
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THY GUTTA लेशाभाववद पवगेः ॥ € ३ । 


see sites ee Aph. 63.—As he who is sound asleep, 
In Emancipation dis- : 
tress cannot be. when he sees no dream, has no distress,—so 
is it in the case of Emancipation. 


a. In the case of one sound asleep, at the time of seeing no 
dream, as, from the absence of any cause, there is the absence of 
pain, so also in Emancipation, from the absence of Desire, &c., 
there must be the absence of pain.* 


b. He censures [the notion of] the impossibility of Emancipa- 
tion, because of the constant attendance [{—alleged at §59—] 
of exertion.t 


न प्रहत्तिः प्रतिसम्धानापरदौनकेशस्य ॥ ६ ४॥ 


pes not ५ Aph. 64.—The Exertion of him that 
व व Nas got rid of the Distresses does not tend 
to obstruct. 


a. The ‘ Distresses, are Desire, &c., because people are dis- 
tressed through these. The Exertion of him whois freed there 
from ‘ does not tend to obstruct,’ i. e., it is no obstacle (to his 
Emancipation]; that is to say it generates neither ment nor de- 
merit,t [the reward or punishment of which would ‘require his 
continuance in the body]. 


न 


* सप्राद शेनकाले सुघुप्रस्य यथा देत्वभावेन दूःखाभावस- 
याऽपवर्गैऽपि रागाद्यभावेन दूःखाभावः स्यात्‌॥ 

† प्रटत्यनुबन्धाद पवगेभावं दरूषयति | 

‡ किग्यन्तेनेनेति केशेरागादिः तदिरदिणायाप्रहन्तः 
सा प्रतिसम्धानाय प्ररि बन्धाय न भवति WATER न जनय 
ATE: । 
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8.. Some one, not able to endure [this view of] the non-exiat- 
ence of the Distresses [§64, a], doubts as follows.* 


न क्तेशसन्तते; खाभाविकल्वात्‌ ॥ € ५॥ 


Whether distress Aph. 65.—Not so [—-says some one—is there 
ec. e . 1 

व a cessation] of the continuance of Distress, be- 

cause itis essential. 


a. A termination of the continuance of distress is not proper 
[to be asserted], because it exists through its own nature,t+ [and 
is not dependent on any arrangement of causes, the absence of 
which could involve its cessation]. 


6. A partially informed person clears [—or attempts to clear 
up—] this as 01108. 


प्रागुत्त्तेरभावानित्यलवत्‌ खाभाविके्यनित्यतवं 
अणुश्याम ता(नित्यतववद्ा ॥ ६ € ॥ 


409. 66.—Even though essential [—sug- 
gests some one—], it is uneternal, just as the 
non-existence that was anteccdent to production is not eternal, 
—or as the blackness of an atom is not eternal. 


An imperfect reply. 


a. It may perish, ‘just as the non-existence that was antece- 
dent to production is not an eternal thing,’ 1. e., just as antece- 
dent non-existence [e. g., of ajar before it was made,] is not 
eternal, [though it was from eternity up to the time of the making 
of the jarj,—or as the blackness of an atom [—say of Earth—], 








* ज्शाभावमसदइमानः WHA | 
† क्ेशसन्ततेरुच्छेदा न युक्तः खाभाविकतवात्‌॥ 
‡ एकदेशो समाधत्ते | 
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which was from eternity, perishes* [when the jar, of which it 
is a constituent, is baked red in the kiln]. 


b. Rejecting both of these views, he states the tenet.t 


न सङ्ल्यनिमित्तलाद्रागादीनां ॥ € ७ t 


4 20. 67.—Not so,—because Desire, &c., are 


The point settled. 
८ 10 by the fancying [something] to be good. 


a. What has been asserted 3s not proper ;—why ?—because 
Desire, &c., [see 864, a] are [not self-cxistent, but] ‘caused by 
the fancying to be good,’—thcy are things the cause of which is 
a ‘fancying to be good,’ 1. €.» a false notion ;—and so, since false 
notions are put an end to by knowledge of the truth, it is quite 
fitting that Desire, &c., should have an end:—such is the 
import. 

8. Here ends the section on the examination of Emanci- 
pation.§ 

c. The First Diurnal Portion of the Fourth Book 18 completed.|| 











* प्रागत्पत्तेरभावानित्यत्ववत्प्रागमावानित्यलवत्‌ अनादेः 
परमाणुश्यामताया विनाशवद्रा विनाशः | 

† मतद्रयमुपेच्छ सि इान्तमाद | 

‡ नोक्तं युक्तं कते रागादीनां सङ्कल्पनिमित्ततात्‌ संक- 
ल्पो मिथ्याज्ञानं निमित्तं येषां तथाच तलक्नानेन मि्याज्ञान- 
नित्तौ रागादिनिदत्तियृज्यत एवेति भावः। 

$ समाप्रमपवगेपरो क्ाप्रकरणं । 

॥ समाप्नं चतुयेध्यायख प्रथममाङ्िकं । 
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THE SECOND DIURNAL PORTION. 


छ, Now the pre-cminent motive for this Institute is Emancipa- 
tion; and this, though it has been enounced [in B. I. § J, and 
defined [at B. I. §22], and examined [in the section preceding 
this one], does no good, because its cause has not been displayed. 
But then [—some one may say—], in the aphorism [(B. I. §2} 
beginning “ Pain,” &c., in the order of the removal of causes, 
Emancipation is the absence of pain ;—[well] if [any one says 
this], it is the truth ;—but the cause of the departure of error is 
not explained. If you say that the cause thercof is the ‘know- 
ledge of truth,’ then it ought to be mentioned of what the truth 
requires to be known ;—so, regard being had to this, it is just 
the examination of tle ‘ knowledge of truth’ that is the matter 
of the [prescnt] Diurnal Portion. And in this there are six sec- 
tions. First there is the section regarding the production of the 
knowledge of truth ; and the others will be mentioned as they 
present themselves. In regard to tlis matter there is an apho- 
rism conveying a tenet.* 


SECTION XIV. 
CoNCERNING THE PRODUCTION OF THE KNOWLEDGE OF TRUTH. 


दाषनिमित्तानां त्ज्ञानाद द द्ारनिटत्तिः ॥ € ८ ॥ 


The notion of one’s perso- Aph. 68.—Through the knowledge of 
nality to be got rid of. $ 
the truth in respect of the causes of thé 


‘Faults’ (B. I. §18], there is cessation of the notion of one’s per- 
sonality. 


* अथ शालस्य परमं प्रयोजनमपवगेः सचादिे लचितः 
परोक्चितेा(प्यकिच्छित्करः कारणानिरूपणात्‌ नन्वभिडित- 
मेव दुःखादिखे कारणनाशक्रमेण द्ःखाभावोऽपवरमः 
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a. ‘The notion of one’s personality’ (ahenkdéra) is the fancy 
which reveals itself in the expression “1”; and what is so called 
is an error, the object of which is the Body, and other things; 
and this [error] is put an end to by a knowledge, in regard to 
‘the causes of the Faults,’ viz., the Body, &c., of ‘the truth,’ viz., 
that these are not the Soul :—for, fancying the Body, &c., to be 
the Soul, one is attracted by things pleasing [to the Body], and 
irritated by things offensive.* 


b. But then {some one may ask],—what, in short, are those 
attractive matters, whereby being attracted one remains mun- 
dane ?—so, to discriminate these, he exhibits them.t 


eafafad रूपादयो विषयाः सङ्ल्पक्लता, ॥ Set 


Aph. 69.—The cause of the ‘ Faults’ [B. 
T. § 18] is Colour, and other objects regarded 
as good. 


Desire, 4 € , whence. 


इतीति aad मिथ्याज्ञानापगमदेतुना्भिडितः तज्ञानं 
तचडेत्रि तिचेत्कस्य तं ज्ञा तव्यसित्यभिधानोयमित्या शयेन 
aaa सेव चाह्किकाथेः तच च घट प्रकरणानि 
आटा तखन्नानेत्पत्निप्रकरणं अन्यानि च यथाद्थं वच्यन्ते 
aa fags ॥ 

* TeRrecefaaaara तच शरीरादि विघयके fa- 
ष्थाज्ञानमु चते तच दोषनिमित्तानां शरीरादीनां awe 
अनात्मलस्य ज्ञानान्निवत्तेते आत्मतेन fe TTT मुद्धान्‌ 
रच्ञनीयेषु रज्यति कोापनौयेषु कुप्यति i 


† ननु के यावदनुरक्ननीयाविषयाः येषु रज्यन्रसरती- 
त्यत विवेकाय तानुपदि शति । 
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a, ‘Regarding as good’ (sankalpa) means regarding as a good 
thing. Colour, &c., made the objects of this [faney that they 
are good], are the cause of ‘Fault,’i. e., of Desire, &c. Per- 
ceiving that “This woman is beautiful,” one feels Desire ;—and 
[again] that ^ This is an enemy,” one feels Aversion. These, 
Colours, &c., are in the first place to be regarded as what is to be 
shunned. Thence comes the discrimination between Body and 


Soul.* 


b. But then [some one may say], Desire, &c., is hard to got 
rid of even by Brahma when he looks on beauty, &c. This is 
stated in the following verse,—‘ For the mind, O Krishna, is un- 
stable, violent, energetic, powerful,” &c. Therefore, showing a 
method for the removal of Desire, &c., he says.t— 


तस्मिमित्तन्ववयन्धमभिमानः 9° ॥ 


Suggestions for the removal 400. 70.—But the cause thereof is 
of Desire, &c. cle ; 

a conceit in respect of something made 
up of parts. 


a. ‘In respect of something made up of parts,’ e. g., the body 
of a maiden,—a ‘conceit,’ i.e, a notion of beautiful,—is ‘the 
cause thereof,’ i. e., the cause of Desire, &c :—and so this notion 


* agen समी चीनत्वेन भावनं तदिषयीकता रूपादयः 
दोषस्य रागादे निमित्तं खुन्दरोयमिति जानन्‌ रज्यति शब 
रयमिति fe ते रूपादयो वत्वेन भावनया; प्रथमं ततः 
शरो रात्म विवेकः ॥ 

† नन्‌ सेन्द्धादिंकं पथ्यते रागादि्रद्मणेाऽपि दृष्यरि- 
इरः aga wae हि मनः aw प्रमाय बलवहढमित्यता 
रामादिनिह्त्यु पायं दशेयिग्यन्नाइ ॥ 
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is to be got rid of * [by means of dwelling on repulsive aspects 
of the body, after the manner of Dean Swift]. 


8. Here ends the section on the production of the knowledge 
of truth.+ 


€. Now, since the matter presents itself [—though already in 
some measure discussed in B. I].—!, there is a section on 
{wholes, or] ‘what is made up of parts.’ There is an aphorism 
for the purpose of displaying a doubt in regard to this.f 


NANT RPI १.० भम १ ५७० es १८ कन Sr ४ ५८ ee 


SECTION XV. 


CONCERNING PARTS AND WHOLES. 


विन्याविव्याद विष्याद्ंशयः ॥ ७९. ॥ 


4100, 71.—There is a doubt [whether 
there be such things as wholes], be- 
cause there are two sorts of [knowledge, viz.,] knowing and mis- 
taking. 

a. In connection with ‘ doubt,’ supply “ whether there be such 
things as wholes.” Since (the existence of] a whole 1s established 
by sense-evidence, the evasion of it is hardly possible, therefore 
he says ‘knowing,’ &c ;—that is to say, because, through the 
distinction of right notion aud wrong notion, knowledge is of 
two sorts. The meaning is, that, there is a doubt whether there 
be such things as wholes, because there is a doubt whether know- 


Whether there be wholes. 


* अवयविनि तरुएटादि शरीरे अभिमानः सपरिष्कार- 
बुदिच्चिमित्तं रागादि निमित्तं तयाच सा बुद्िहया ॥ 
† समाप्रःतश्वन्नानोत्यन्तिप्रकरणं ॥ 
‡ अथ प्रसङ्गादवयविप्रकरथं। तज संशयप्रद शेनाय aaa 
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ledge be correctly instructive, since we sec that the ¢haraecter of 
being knowledge is a character common* [both to right notion 
aud wrong notion]. 


6. He clears up this point.+ 


तद संशयः पुेदेतुप्रसि इत्वात्‌ ॥ ७२ । 


Aph. 72.—There is no doubt in regard to 
this, because the preceding arguments are quite 
established. 


a. ‘In regard to this,’ i. e., in regard to [the existence of } 
wholes,—‘ because the preceding arguments are quite established,’ 
i. €, because wholes were emphatically proved |to exist] by 
the arguments stated in the Second 80०६. 


The doubt repelled. 


¢. He entertains a doubt as to whether there be not something 
self-contradictory in [the notion of] a whole.§ 


ठत्यनुपपत्तरपि तदि संशथानपपत्तिः । ७३ ॥ 

Posstbility of a whole 4000. 73.—-Since it is strictly impossible 
aaa for it [the whole] to reside [anywhere—says 

e संशयदत्यस्य अवयविनोव्यारिः अवयविनः प्रत्यक्लसिद्- 
लात्तद पलापो TU इत्धत उक विद्येति प्रमाधमभेटेन 
ज्ञानद्धे विध्यात्‌ ज्ञानललच्णसाधारणधम्दशेनात्‌ शाने 
प्रामाण्य संशयाद वयविनि STATS | 
† समधनते॥ ` 

‡ तजावयविनि न संशयः पृष्ेषतु प्रसिद्धत्वात्‌ fete 
ध्थायोक्तयुक्तिभिरवयविनः प्रकर्घेण सि द्रत्वात्‌ ॥ 


§ अवयविनि बाधका wed । 
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some one—j, therefore there is no rodm for a doubt [as to 
whether there be wholes]. 


a. ‘Strictly’ [—as we here render api—} gives the force of 
precision [to the statement]. Then there is no room for doubt, 
because there is strictly no such thing as a whole, since it is im- 
possible for it to reside {anywhere]. The author of the Biiishya 
explains this impossibility of its having any residence, thus :— 
‘Parts constitute no whole, because this must reside either 
wholly or partially. For, is the whole, in each separate part, 
wholly or partially? Not the first, because their dimensions 
are unequal, On the latter alternative, again, is it in the shape 
of that same part or another one [that the whole resides in the 
part|? Not the first, for it is contradictory that a thing should 
reside in itself; nor is it the latter, because one part cannot re- 
side in another part.’”’* 

¢ Still, how is it that there is no whole? In regard to this the 
Bhdshya says—“ And since it does not reside in those, there is 
no whole ;” that is, since, for the foregomg reasons [§73, a], it 
is not present ‘in those,’ i.e., in the parts, there is no such 
thing as a whole ;—for you cannot assume that which shall have 
no residence ;—such 1s the import. Others again say that this 
[last quotation from the Bhdshya] is really an aphorismt [of 
Gautama’s}. 


* आपिर वधारणे तदं dqarqaafaerauafaat 
ऽबयन्यभावादेव स्यारित्यथेः | उत््यनुपपन्निं विटणोति भाग्य- 
कारः छत्तैकटेशटत्तितल्ादवयवानामवयव्यभावः अवयवी 
एकी कावयवे कार्येन एकटेशेन वा नाद्यः विवमपरिमाख- 
लात्‌ अन्येऽपि तेनेवाक्यवेनान्येन वा नादय; खस्जिन्नुत्तिवि- 
राधात्‌ नान्यः अवयवान्तरस्थावयवान्सराहन्तेः । 

† तथापि कयमवयव्यभाव इत्यन भाग्यं तेषु WERTH: 
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oy With reference to the doubt, viz,, but then, grant «that :the 
whole really have no residence,—there is an aphorism of ote 
who adopts a prima facie view.* 


एयकावयवेभ्यो ऽहन्त ॥ ७४ ti 


Granting the ee Aph, 74.—And [there is no whole] dif- 
its ewsstence questonce- “ferent from the parts, because it hag no 
residence. 


a. Complete thus,—‘ there is no whole different from the 
parts.” Ifthe passage [§73, 6] “And since it does not reside 
in those,” &c., be an aphorism, then it is from this that the ex- 
pression “there is no whole” is borrowed. Why {do we say 
that there is no whole]?—‘ because it has no residence.’ If it 
have no residence, then we should find that this whole [—if 
it existed at all—] is something eternal ;—and no eternal whole is 
perceived,—therefore there is no whole at all;—such is the 
import.t 


b. But then [some one may say], let the relation between 
AMAT तेषु अवयवेषु पृव्वाक्तयुक्रया AAAS वयव नाखि 


नद्यसावटत्ति्वयाऽभ्युपेयतद्ति भावः। इजमेवेदमित्यपि 
वदन्ति ॥ 


* नन्वास्तामटत्तिरेवावयवीोति शङ्कायां पुब्वेपञ्चिदनं । 

† अवयवेभ्यः एयक्‌ अवयवो नासोति Wa: | तेषुचाटत्तेरि. 
त्य खचत्वे चवयन्यभावद्त्नुत्तेते | HG) अत्ते; TAA 
Safety -नित्यत्वप्रसङ्गः नच नित्यो ऽवयब्युपखम्बते तते ना- ` 
iat बयवीति भावः ॥ 
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parts and the whole be just that of identify. To this he,,re- 
plies.*+— 


A चावयव्यव्रयवाः॥ OY । 


Parts and the whole Aph. 75.—And the parts are nof the 
not identical. whole 


a. For no one considers that the thread is the web, or that 
the pillar is the house; nor is it reasonable that the relation of 
lodging and lodger should be without any distinctiont [between 
the two]. 


९. The aphorism conveying the tenet. 
एकस्िन्‌ भेदाभावाद्भेद शन्दप्रयोगानुपपत्तेर- 
प्रश्चः ॥ ७ € ॥ 


Aph. 76.—Since the employment of the term dif- 
ference, where there exists no difference, is unjustifi- 
able,—there is no [room fur the] question. 


The tenet. 


a. The question [mooted under § 78 ], viz., “does the whole 
abide totally or partially [in each part] ?”—is not proper ;—be- 
cause, ‘in respect of what is one,’ i. e., in respect of “a whole,— 
the employment of language regulated by (consideration of} dif- 
erence is improper, inasmuch as there is no difference [in what 
is one]. For ‘totality’ means there being, in the case of several, 
none left out; and ‘ partialness’ means there being, out of what 


* नन्ववयवावयविनेलादात्यमेव सम्बन्धः स्याद बाद । 

t नहि तन्तः परसषम्भो हमिति कञ्चितम्येति aaa: 
नाधाराघेयभावं SATA । 

t सिद्धान्तख्जं ४ 
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consijtute an aggregate, some;—and this is inapplicable to 
what is one {and indivisible] ; such is the import.* 


4. And for the following reason the [pretended] dilemma as to 
the residence [of the whole] is not proper,—so he says.t— 


अवयवान्नरभावेऽप्यटत्तेर देतु; 199 | 


The opponent’s dilemma shown Anh. 77.—Itis no argument [that 
to be wide of the mark ट 

pretended dilemma of our opponent’s}, 
because, even if another part could be [ina given part], there 
would be no residence [for the whole,—the question of which, 
therefore, this dilemma does not touch}. 


a, The argument of our opponents [§73, a], that a whole does 
not reside in its own parts partially, because there cannot be {in 
any part] another part,—is not a proper one. Why ?—‘ because, 
even if another part could be there, there would be ०० residence,’ 
—that is to say, because, even if another part could be actually 
existent [in some given part], it is only of that same [part] that 
the residence would offer itself,—but not also of the whole.t 


+ अवयवी कार््यन एकदेशेन वा वत्तेतदति BAT नयुक्तः 
एकस्सन्नव्यविनि भेदाभावाङ्गेद नियतशनद्‌प्यागस्यायुक्त 
त्वात्‌ अनेकस्य शेषता fe Hire समुदायिनां किञ्वित्वमेक- 
दे शत्वं चैकस्य तन्धस्भवद्ति भावः tt 

† इतश्च ठत्तिविकल्पा न य॒ क्तंदत्या द | 

 ‡ अवयवी खावसवेषु नेकटेशेन वक्तेते अवयवान्तरा- 
भावादिति यः परषौ हेतुः स न युक्तः HA अवयवान्तद- 
Neer: अवयवान्तरसच्छेऽपि तस्यैव परं टततिरायाति 
नत्ववयविनेोऽपीति ४ 
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8" By this {672}, viz., “There is no doubt in regard to Ahis, 
because the preceding arguments are quite established,” an argu- 
ment previously mentioned [at B. II. §34] is brought to mind,— 
viz., ^ Everything would be imperceptible, were there no wholes.” 
One holding a prima facie view proceeds to censure this.* 


auaqe तेमिरिकेापलब्धिवत्तदुप्रलबग्धिः 1 ७ ट | 


Aph. 78.—It is perceived [says some 


Whether things imperceptible one), just as a collection of hairs [to 

in detatl may be perceptible | : । ॥ 

in the mass. him separately imperceptible] is pere 
ceived by the purblind. 


a. Asa single hair is not perceived ‘ by the purblind,’ i. e., by 
one whose organ of vision is affected by gutta serena, but a col- 
lection thereof 1s,—so a single atom is imperceptible,—but ajar, or 
the like, consisting of a collection thereof, may be perceptible.t 


¢, He replies.f 
खविषयानतिक्रमेगोद्धियस्य पटमन्दभावात्‌ विलयग्रइयस्य 
तथाभावो नाविघये sft oc ॥ 


oh कय + powerless ane in Aph. 79.—Since a sense is acute 
reyerence i $° * 
+ or dull without [however] trans- 


* तद संशयः पुव्वेदेतुप्रसि इलादित्यनंन सववोग्रहइणमवय- 
व्यसिडेरिति पव्वीक्तयुक्तिः स्मारिता तूव्ेपक्षो | तां दूषयि- 
तुमु पकमते । 

† यथा तैमिरिकस्य तिमिरग्रल वच्ुमोनेकः के शः परत्यक 
far तदस; एवमेकः परमाणुरप्रत्यक्षः तमदधरूपाघ 
गदिः प्रत्यक्षः स्थात्‌ ॥ 

‡ उन्तरयति। 
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cending its own sphere, such is their case in respect of their ap- 
prehending objects ;—there is no functioning [of any sense] in 
reference to what is not the object (of the sense]. 


a. If the senses be acute, there is acuteness, vivacity, in the 
apprehending of the object ;—-if the senses be dull, there is dull- 
ness, deficiency, in the apprehending thereof ;—but it is not the 
case that a more acute Sight apprehends a Sound ;—this is de- 
clared in the expression ‘without transcending its own sphere.’ 
He states the meaning in full, when he says ‘there is no func- 
tioning in reference to what is not the object ;’—and so, how can 
the Sight apprehend an atom, which is not its object [—an atom 
being invisible—], even though this exist in the state of a collec- 
tion? Such is the import.* 


8, Here is an aphorism in order to declare another censure.f 


अवयवावयविप्रसङ्नश्रेवमा प्रलयात्‌ ॥ ८ ° ॥ 


(^ Aph. 80.—And in that way we 

should find both parts and wholes [ob- 
noxious to your dilemma], up to the annihilation [of everything 
whatever]. 


a. ‘In that way,’ i. e., in the way alleged [at §73, a], the fault 
of [teing obnoxious to] the dilemma, as to where the thing re- 
sides, presents itself in the whole and in the part alike ;—‘ up to 


* इद्ियाणां पाटवे विषयग्रदणस्य पाटवं wae: इदि 
याणां मान्दे तद्ग णस्य मान्द्मपकषेः नतु wat wy 
शब्दं धाति तदिदमुक्तं खविषयानतिक्रमेषेति। फलि- 
ताथेमाइ नाविषये afafefa तथाच खाविषयं परमाष 
समुदतवापत्रमपि कथं चच्ुेहीयादिति भावः। 

† दोषान्तरामिधानाय जं ॥ 
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annihilation’ :—annihilation means non-existence,—and 80 eperye 
thing would be non-existent,-nothing whatever would be per- 
ceived ;—therefore it was properly said [at ए. II. §34] “ Every- 
thing would be imperceptible, were there no wholes.”’* 


b. Let everything be non-existent [—says some onc],—to 
which he replies.+ 


न प्रलया{षुसङ्ञावात्‌ ॥ ८९. ॥ 


Whatever perishes, the Aph. 81.—There cannot be aunihilation 
atoms must survive. 
{of all], because the atoms have a real ex- 
istence. 


८, What is an atom? To this he replies. 


परम्वा ASW TR | 


400. 82.—What is absolutely beyond being 
cut [or destroyed]. 


Aa atom what. 


a. An atom is that which, being excessively minute, is beyond 
cutting. The word [०४ here rendered] ‘absolutely,’ is for the 
sake of precision.$ 


४. Here ends the section regarding parts and wholes.|| 


[न का क पि णि 





प्रसक्तः काप्रलथात्‌ प्रलयाऽभावस्तथाच सव्यैभवएव सान्न 
कस्यापि चणमिति साधुक्तं सव्वाग्र्खमवयव्यसिद्धोरिति a 
† असख सष्वाभावर्त्ययाद्‌ + 
‡ परमाणरोव कद तचा ॥ 
§ चः परं ae frre तत्पर माुः। वाशब्ेऽबधार वे ॥ 
॥ समाप्रमवयवावयविप्रकश्खं 4 
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०५ Now, in order to confute the opinion that, since all is void, 
where is the possibility of atoms ?—there is a section regarding 
what has no parts. In regard to this there is an aphorism con- 
veying a prim facie view.* 


SECTION XVI. 


REsPECTING THE INDIVISIBLE. 


आकाशव्यतिभदात्तद नुपपतिः ॥ ८ दे se 


The Boss of Aph. 83.—Such athing cannot be, because 
alos (HOt paust be divided throughout by [the Ether or] 


Space. 


a. ‘Such a thing,’ as an atom devoid of parts, cannot be. 
Why ?—*‘ because it must be divided throughout by Space,’ i. e., 
it must be enveloped by [Ether] or Space within and without, 
--9110 so it must have parts, and therefore it cannot be eter- 


nal.t 


8. Now if it were not pervaded by [Ether or] Space, then 
Space would not be all-pervading ;—so he [the objector] 
says. [— 


* अय frm शन्यत्वात्‌ क परमाणुसम्भावनेति मबत- 
निराकरणाय निरवयवप्रकरणां | तज TTT ॥ 

† तस्य निरवयवस्याणारनपपन्तिः। कतः। BERT 
दात्‌ अन्तवेदिश्वाकाशसमावे शात्‌। तथाच साबमबन्नतश्चा- 
नित्य इति । 

‡ अथ नाकाशव्यतिमेदखदधि खकरा श्न्येगतं ऋारि- 
ETE A 
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STATI aS ॥ ८४ । 


Aph. 84.—Else Space [would be] not all- 


doubt. 
Ground of the dou pervading. 
a. Supply “ would be.”* 


b. He clears up this point.+ 


अन्तवेदिरिति HSA कारणान्तर वचनाद्‌ HTT 
तदभावः WEY Il 


Atoms have no within Aph, 25.—The expressions “ within and 
shee without” apply to a thing that 18 a product ; 
they do not apply to that which 1s no product, because they speak 
of something else than causes. 


a, The word ‘within,’ and the word ‘ without,’ express certain 
paris of something that is a product; and it is impossible that 
what is no product should have parts ;—such is the meaning.t{ 


b. Let it be [—says some one—with allusion to §84—] that 
the Ether is १0४ omnipresent. To this he replies.§ 


शन्द्सयोगविभवाच् सव्वेगतं | ८ € ॥ 


How the Ether must Aph. 86.—And it is omnipresent, because 
be omnipresent. ४ न ; 

of the omnipresence of the conjunction (which 
is the cause] of Sound. 


* स्यादिति wat 

+ समाधत्ते t 

‡ amet afermey का्येदृव्यस्यावयववि शेषवाची 
न चाकार्व्यऽवयवसम्भवद्त्यथेः A 

§ आकाशस्थासब्वेमतत्वं स्ादित्यनाद॥ 
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a, The omnipresence of Souud, and of Conjunction,—or [to 
construe it another way] the ‘omnipresence,’ i. e., the being 
everywhere, of that Conjunction which generates Sound,—from 
this, again, that the Ether is all-pervading [is inferred],—so 
much is to be supplied |to complete the aphorism]. Since, from 
the production of Sound in every place, the Conjunction of the 
producer thereof is inferred, it is settled that this [producer of 
Sound, viz., the Ether,} has an omnipresence in the shape of its 
being something in conjunction with everything finite.* 


b. If the Ether were in conjunction with everything (says 
some one], then there must be repulsion and obstruction [to 
which it must be subject] ;—therefore he says.t— 


अव्यूदाविषटम्भविभुलानि अकाशधन्ाः॥ ८७ ॥ 


। Aph, 87.—That it is un-repelled, unob- 
Properties of the Ether. : 3 
structed, and all-pervading, are properties 


of the Ether. 


a. *‘Repulsion’ is the turning back of that which is repelled. 
‘Obstruction’ is the hindering of motion towards another place. 
Neither of these belongs to the Ether, because it is intangible. 


* शब्दस्य संयेगस्य च या विभवः aaa शब्दजनकसंया- 
गस्य या विभवः साव्वेचिकलतवं तस्ात्प॒नः sata आकाश- 
मिति शेषः। सव्वेदेशे wer तन्ननकसंयोगानुमा- 
नात्‌ सव्वेमृत्तसंयोगितरूपसव्वेगतत्वं तस्य सिदध ॥ 

` † आकाशस्य सब्वेसंयेगिते व्युदनविष्टम्भेः स्यातामत 
आद्‌ | | 

tae प्रतिहतस् want विषम्भखन्तरटेशगतिप्रति 
TA: खाकाशे तयारमावः निःस्पशेलात्‌॥ 
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8. The holder of the prima facie view ventures another 4 + 
ment.* 


afraarg संस्धानेपपत्तेरवयवसङ्गावः | ट ८ । 


Whether an atom can Aph, 88.—And there really are parts [of 
be without parts. ‘ 

an atom,—contends some one—J], because 
things that have form must have a collocation [of parts]. 


a, Supply “ of an atom.” + 


b. He mentions another argument. 


संयागोापपन्तेश्च ॥ ८€ ॥ 


Aph. 89.—And [—insists some one,— 
atoms really have parts,] because this is 
consistent with the conjunction [of atoms]. 


This doubt reinforced. 


a. That “atoms have parts” 18 borrowed [from the preceding 
aphorism]. The meaning of the argument is, because they are 
capable of being in conjunction. If you ask how it is that their 
being possessed of parts is inferred from their being capable of 
being in conjunction, it is thus, viz., because conjunction is a 
state other than being co-extensively present ; and a state other 
than that of being co-extensively present cannot exist without 
some sort of barrier, and the barrier [to co-existent presence] 18 9 
part,§ [—the atoms being conjoined only in the parts next to one 


another |. 


* पुष्वेपच्ची य्॒रयनरमा TEA । 

† परमाणारिति शेषः । 

‡ युक्रयन्तरमाइ ॥ 

§ अवयवसद्गावव्त्यनवन्ेते । संयोगवच्चादिति Seer | 
ATTRA कथं सावयवल्मितिचेत्‌ इत्थं संयागस्यान्या- 
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b\.He clears up the point.* * 
अनवस्थाकारिलादनवस्धानुपपनेश्चाप्रति- 
~“ 
WH ico fi 


Aph. 90.—This [indivisibility of atoms] 
is not to be refuted, because this would oc- 
casion a regressus in infinitum, and because a regressus in infi- 
nitum is not proper. 


This potgt cleared up. 


a. It is not proper to set aside, by the arguments aforesaid, 
the fact that atoms have not parts ;—why ?—‘ because this would 
occasion a regressus in infinitum.’ Let the regressus in infi- 
nitum [says some one] be legitimate ;—therefore he adds ‘and 
because a regressus in infinitum is not proper.’ Were all things 
indefinitely divisible, we should find Mount Meru and a mustard- 
seed [—as containing an equally infinite number of parts—] to 
be equal m dimension.f 


8. Here ends the section respecting what has no parts.{ 


c. But then [some one may say], since nothing external exists, 
how should there be the arrangement of parts and whole? To 
remove this opinion, he enters upon a refutation of the denial of 


प्यटत्तिलवादव्याष्यटन्तितच्चावच्छेद कभेदं विना नेपपद्यते 
अवच्छटकश्चावयवद्ति । 

* समाधत्ते ॥ 

† पृष्वाक्तयक्रया परमाणानिरवयवलप्रतिषेधो न युक्तः 
इते खअनवस्याकारिलात्‌ प्रामाणिकौयमनवख्छा खादत 
We आअनवस्थानुपपन्तश्चेति सर्वाषासनवश्थितावखवसे 
मेरसपेपयासुख्यपरिमःणशलवापत्तिः ४ 

‡ aay निरवयवप्रकरणं ॥ 
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external things. The doubt presents itself, viz., is the fagt of 
being an odject of right knowledge invariably attended by the 
fact of being knowledge ?—f[or, to put the question in the langu- 
age of the successors of Locke, is every thing an 242८7] In re- 
gard to this there is an aphorism conveying a prima facie view.* 


¢ 


PPR PR PRA, PRED NON OLN POLLO AL IOI NAN ANI Ot i 


SECTION XVII. 


Con¥UTING THE DENIAL OF THE EXTERNAL. 
बुज्ञा विवचनात्तु भावानां यायास्यानुपलग्धि सन्तप- 
कणे पटसङ्भावानुपलब्धिवत्‌॥ ९ ९. ॥ 


Whether things are other === Anh, 91.—But, in consequence of their 
than ६१९८5. : i 4 

being undistinguishable from thought, 
there is no apprehension of any possession of a separate self in 
entities,—just as there is no apprehension of the actual existence 
of a web when the threads have been removed. 


a. The ‘ but’ is for the sake of dividing the sectiont [from that 
which went before]. 


b. Since things are ‘undistinguishable from thought,’ i. e., 
since they are expressed indifferently [by the terms ‘which denote 
ideas], ‘there is no apprehension of, 1. € , there cannot be, ‘any 
possession of a separate self,’ viz., in the shape of being different 
frora au idea. For, there is such a case of consciousness as [may 
be represented in the expression} “The knowledge—a jar—has 


* ननु वाद्याथेभावात्‌ कतेए{वयवावयविव्यवस्छेति संत- 
AUTH बाद्यायेभङ्गनिराकरणमारभते | प्रमेयत्वं न्नानल- 
व्याप्यं नवेति संशयः। तच ea ॥ 

† तुः प्रकरणविच्छटायेः । 
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occared to me :’”’—in this instance, by the expressions [placed in 
opposition, viz.,] “a jar” and “the knowledge,” the indifference 
of the knowledge and the jar is expressed ;—therefore a thing is 
not other than the idea; just as, when a web is discerned, if the 
threads themselves be removed, or the like, no separate thing 
(called ^ web”] remains ;—so moreover the thread is nothing 
other than its [own constituent] fibres:—but what constitutes a 
jar, or the jike, is just a certain form of knowledge [or modifica- 
tion of thought] :—such is the import.* 


c. He clears up this. 
व्याइतल्वाद देतुः॥ € २ ॥ 


Aph. 92.—This is no argument because of the 


This denied. 1 
his denie falsehood [of the assertion. | 


a. The alleged argument is not proper, ‘ because of the false- 
hood of the assertion ;’—for a web, in our mental conception of 
it, is not something in the shape of threads ;—for, what is cog- 
nized is, that, “ Of threads there is a web,” but not, that, “The 
threads are a web.” In like manner the garment is [formed] by 
the web, but not by the threads. Moreover, by the very discri- 
mination between the threads and the web it is proved that there 


^-^ ~~ ha Ee a Te ge Te LT Raniah 


+ भावानां ag विवेचनादभेराहेखात्‌ याथाल्यस्य 
ज्नानभेद लक्तणस्यानुपलस्विरनुपपत्तिः घटद्ति ज्ञानं मम 
जातमिति wad तच घरइ तिन्ञानमित्यनन ज्ञानघट- 
योरभेद ufged तते न क्नानातिरिक्ता विषयः यथा पे 
विविच्यमाने तन्तृनामेवापकषेणादावतिरिक्त न वसतु एवं 
तन्तुरपि मांशव्यतिरि तदति षटलादित्त श्चानस्यैवाकार- 
जिशेषद्ति भावः । 

† खमाधनते। 
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are external things. Hut it is nat declared by the idep that 
there is no distinction between itself and the web, because if [the 
idea] 18 not its awn object; but, by reflection, it is declared that, ` 
when there is an effort of attention, it 18 the web [—or other ex- 
ternal thing—] that is the object.* 


९, But then [some one may say], if the threads and the web 
were different things, they might be perceived separately [—e. 
g., the web without the threads—], so to this he replies. 


तदराखयलादण्रयग््रदण॥€३। 


= i Aph. 93.—It is not perceived separately, be- 
१ ०५०९. "^" cause it consists thereof. 


a. If you mcan by ‘ perception separately’ that the web should 
be the object of a perception whereof the threads were not the 
object, then to this he replies ^ because it consists thereof,’ &c : 
for the web consists of the threads; therefore, as the totality 
[of the causes of the perception of the (1176848 | 1s present, the 
perception of the web Aas the threads as its object. And if you 
mean [by ‘ perception separately’] the conviction of a difference, 
then [we grant you] there really is one :—such is the import.t 


1 १ ए षा cememe 


* Sal इतुमे युक्त; Bedale नद्धि बुद्धा विवेचने परस्य 
त्न्तुरूपता feafa तन्तुतः पटडति fe प्रतीयते न तु तन्तुः 
पटदति । खं परेन प्रावरणं न तु तन्तुभिः । किच्च तन्तुपर- 
विवेचनादेव ararafafe; ज्ञानेन तु afar पराभेरो 
मे्चिस्यते खाविषयकत्वाद व्यवसायेन तु परविषयकलव 
व्यवसाये समुचचिस्यते। 

† नन्‌ तननुपरयेर्भदे पाथक्येन Tea स्यादिष्यज्नाद्‌। 
+ ए्यम्य्रहणं यदि तन्लविषयकप्रत्यकत्तविषयत्व परस्याषाः 
दते तचोत्तर तदा्रयलादिति प्रर fe तन्लाितः तेन 
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& But then {some one may say], since bath parties have 
settled that there are ideas; and since it is simpler to suppose 
that this {the idea] alone is the /Ahing, it should be settled that 
there is no “thing” other than that (viz., other than an idea) ;-— 
so to this he replies.* 


प्रमाणतश्चाथंप्रतिपनत्तेः॥ € ४। 


A false simplification Aph. 94.—And since things afte estab- 
rejected. ५ ; 
lished by proofs, (the argument from simpli- 


city is not in point. ] 
a. The “and” connects the preceding argunientt (with the 
present one]. 


b. Since ‘things,’ 1. €. jars, and the like, ‘are established,’ 
i, €. are due to proofs [or “ causes of right notion”]. And so, 
in the case of a thing that is established by [irrefragable] evi- 
dence, cumbrousness does not exclude: such is the import. 
Otherwise even knowledge would not be proved to exist, because 
(forsooth] of the cumbrousness [of the hypothesis] ; so that we 
should come [for simplicity] to there being nothing at all.t 


साभग्रोसात्परप्रत्यक्तंसखय तन्तुविषयकतवं । यरि च भेष्ट- 
प्र्यय आपाद्यते तदा भवत्येवेति भावः। 

* नन्‌ ज्ञानस्योभयवादिसिद्धतवा्तन्माचपदाथेकल्पने लाघ- 
वात्तरतिरिक्तपदाथाभावसिदधः स्यादित्यत खाद । 
1 पृव्वाक्तरेतुं समु चिनाति चकारः। 

‡ अथैष घटादेः प्रतिपत्तेः प्रसाणोधोनलात्‌\ Aas 
mre tia न बाधकमिति भावः अन्यथा ज्ञानमपि 
न सि्यद्रीरवादिति शुन्यतपत्तिः ॥ 
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c. Nor is it possible to prove that external things do me¢ exist, 
so he says.* ¢ 


प्रमाणोापपतत्यनुपपत्तिभ्यां ॥ € ५ । 


That the external 4०९8 १० = Anh. 95.—By there being, or not be- 
exist cannot be proved. ; ; 

ing, a proof, [the non-existence of ‘exter- 
nal things is incapable of being demonstrated]. 


a, Supply—the non-existence of the external cannot be prov- 
ed, because there is an inconsistency. In regard to the propo- 
sition “The external is not,” if there be any pioof of it, then, 
since the proof, which is something external, exists, it is not true 
that the external does not exist Again, if there is not [any 
proof ], then it (the proposition] is not established, because it is 
destitute of evidence. Moreover, if there is any proof that there 
is a jar, or the like, then by ¢hat it is established that there is 
something external :—now if there be no such proof, then how 
dost thou suppose, when speaking of “ajar,” that the knowledge 
has the form of a jar ?—for mere knowledge does not spring पए 
[—without being the knowledge of something or other]. 


6. But then [some one may say], this talk about proof and 
object of proof does not go to the bottom of the question, but 


cognitions of this or that form, just in virtue of the ripening of 
म~~~ ~----------------~-------------------------------------- --------#-.----- 








oo 


* नवा बाद्याथाभावसाधनं सम्भवतोत्याद्‌। 

† व्याघाताच्र बाद्याभावडति शेषः, are नासत्य यदि 
प्रमाणमसि तदा प्रमाणस्य बद्धस्य स्वात्र वाद्याभावः) 
अथ नासि तदा निष्माणकलाप्र afafeteersn | fare 
घटाटो यदि प्रमाणमस्ि तदा ततएव बाद्याथेखिद्धिः | 
अयाप्रमाणं तटा कथं घटेति WAG घटाकादलं मन्थे 
ज्ञानस्येवानत्यत्तेरिति । 
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mental intpressions [—sce Yoga Aphorisms B. If. 313, 4,—«], 
display themselves, just like cognitions in a dream, or like per- 
ceptions produced by magic:—so, with reference to this, he 
dubitates through two aphorisms,* 


खभ्रविषयांभिमानवदयं प्रमाणप्रमेयाभिमानः 1 € € ॥ 


Whether external appear- Anh. 96.—Like the conceit of things 
ances are delusive. ; ; 

in a dream [—says some one—], is this 
conceit of proofs and objects of proof. 


€ 
मायागम्धव्वंनगर खगद्टष्णावद्वा ॥ < ७ ॥ 
Aph. 97.—Or like jugglery, or the city of the celestial quiris.- 
ters, or the mirage. 
a, (The meaning of this is] plain.t 


b, He clears up the point.{ 


हत्वभावदसिदिः।॥ < ८1 


Aph. 98.—This is not proved, because of the ab- 


This dented. 
sence of any proof. 


a. It is not proved that the external does not exist, ‘ because 
of the absence of any proof,’ 1, €., because there is no evidence 
(that such is the fact]. Or the meaning is, if you do not admit the 
existence of ^ proofs,’ such as Sight, &c., you can have no such 
notions as “ This is a jar,” &c. And you are not to say that 


er ee ven TOTO NE DOTTIE पीर 
—_— बि 
----- कामक 


* नन्‌ प्रमाणप्रमेयव्यवद्ारो न पारमायिकः परन्तु 
विश्नानानि तन्तदाकारकाणि वासनापरिपाकवशादेव खा- 
्प्र्ययवरेद्धजालिकप्रतीतिवचाविभेवन्तत्याशयेन wee 
Sanat ॥ 

† aes 

+ समाधन्ते ॥ 
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this (possession of notions of things, without there bein aitiy. 
thing external,] may be through the power of mental impres- 
sions ; because, if these mental impressions are something other 
{than knowledge], then it seems that you do admit something 
external. We may hint, too, that since these mental impres. 
sions are continuous, we should [—if vision, &c., depended 
thereon—] find the visible, &c., to be continuous, [whereas, on 
the contrary, we find that we see only so long as what we ¢all 
the object remains in view] .* 


6 But then [8006 one may say], like cognitions in a dream, 
or like imaginary cognitions, other cognitions also may be de- 
void of real objects, and also destitute of a cause ;—therefore he 


gays.t 
समृतिसङ्ल्य श्च खप्रविषयाभिमानः॥ € < ॥ 


ae suf of 42. 99.—The conceit of objects in a dream is 
eams what, ‘ . व 
as in the case of remembrance and imagination. 


a. Supply,—it has for its objects what had been previously 
perceived.t 





भ Te 


* argnuaarfare; देत्वभावात्‌ प्रमाणाभावात्‌ अथ- 
वा दताश्व्तुराटेरनभ्युपगमे धरोा(ऽयमित्यादिज्ञानानामः 
सिद्धिरित्यथेः। नच वासनावशात्छयादिति वाश्यं वासनाया 
अतिरिक्त वाद्याप्रगमप्रसङ्गत्‌ वासनायाः सन्तन्यमान- 
तया चाक्तषादेरपि सन्तानापत्निरिति feat 

† नन्वसददिषया अद्देतुका अपि खाप्रप्रत्ययादवब भावनाः 
प्रत्या इव परेऽपि प्रल्यया भवेयुरित्यत ATE । 

+ पर्व्वापखब्धविघयदृति शेषः | 
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4s But then, if even error has its real objects,. how is it to be 
averted ? Pondering this doubt, he says.+— 


मि्योपलब्िविनाशस्लन्नानात्‌ खप्रविषथाभिमान- 
प्रणाशवत्‌ प्रतिबाधे॥ Lo o | 


How false notions A ph. 100.—False apprehension is put an end 
may cease, : : 

to by knowledge of the truth, just as the con- 
ceit of [the existence of] the objects in a dream comes to an 
end on awaking. 


a. But he who is called a Madhyamika, having come to the 
conclusion of the non-existence of the external ;—in conformity 
with that example, makes out the non-existence of knowledge 
also. Jt is in opposition to this person that he says.t— 


ब देवं fafanagaaaala ॥ ९०९॥ 


Knowledge really Aph. 101.—And in the same way [there is 
a no reasonable denial of the existence] of know- 
ledge, because we are conscious of the reality of its cayse. 


a. ‘In the same way,’ 1.e, asinthe case of the external, 
knowledge also is not to be denied [to exist], ‘because we are 
conscious of the reality of its cause,’—for that which has a 
cause is a real thing,t [—and the cause of knowledge is the 





* नन्‌ स्रमस्यापि सद्विषयकत्वं amfatra; कथं Urfe- 
त्या शङ्धयाड ॥ 

† arafang aged प्रस्यते agers FETA 
aw साध्यति तं NATE । 

‡ एबं वाद्यवद्इरपि न प्रतिषेधः निमित्तसङद्भाकेापलम््त्‌ 
सद्धलकलत्स्य प्रमितत्वात्‌ | 
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object,—the ion-existence of which we refuse to concede to’ the 
MAdhyamika,—and the conjunction of the sense-organ there. 
with—]. 

b. Nor, by [instancing] the example of false notion, can it be 
[proved] that knowledge in general has an absolutely unreal 
object, or has not any real object ;—so he says.*— : 


AC 

तच्छप्रधानभेदाच्च frags विष्ये पत्तिः ॥९.०२॥ 
The precise nature Aph. 102.—And we find that there is a two- 
(+ fold character [even] in a false cognition, be- 
cause of the distinction between the reality and the principal 
[appearance—such as offers itself. ] 

a ‘The reality,’ i. e., the nature of the thing;—‘the princi- 
pal [appearance,’] i. e., what is imputed, [as when the imputa- 
tion of silver is cast on mother o’pearl, or that of a snake is 
cast upon a rope seen in the twilight,—see Veddata-Sdra §20 :] 
—and 80, in the case of a mistake, there is the fact of being 
right knowledge in one part, viz, in the thing [—for, when one, 
mistakingly, thinks “ This is silver,”—it being actually mother 
o’pearl,—he is right in thinking “This is’—), and there is the 
nature of error in one part, viz., in the imputed character of 
silver ;—so that the example [by which the opponent thought to 
prove his case] is not a fact :—such is the import.+ 


* नवा मिथ्यावडिद्टानेन ज्ञानमाचस्यासन्माचविषय- 
कत्वं सद्धिषयकल्वाभाषे वा सम्भवतीत्याद्‌ । 

† तच्छं धम्डिखरूपं प्रधानं ariel तथाच wa wath 
प्रमालमारोप्यरजतवलादयंशे च समत्वमिति cernrfaf<- 
रिति भावः। केचित्त प्रमालाप्रमालयोविरोधाप्रकच समा- 
क atta a“ विराध 
ay इत्यत are तश्वेति। तथाच विषयभेदाच्र विराध इति 
भाव इत्याह; | 
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6° Here ends the section confuting the denial of external 
things.* 


c. But then the knowledge of the truth, due to the Institute, 
is momentary ;—therefore, on its perishing, there must be just 
false notions; for no knowledge whatever is such as to be ad- 
equate to the uprooting of false notions firmly founded and ha- 
bitual ; therefore he commences a section on the augmentation 
of the knowledge of truth. The augmentation [or re-inforcement] 
of the knowledge of truth means the habit of thinking the truth ; 
and it is therefrom that there is the complete annihilation of false 
notions. Here he states the means of the augmentation of the 
knowledge of truth.+ 


VA ज ०.८ 


SECTION XVIII. 


How THE KNOWLEDGE OF TRUTH 18 TO BE RE-INFORCED. 


समाधिषिशेषाभ्यासात्‌। ९०३॥। 


Ae aps of fede know- Aph. 103.—fKnowledge of the truth is 
i i aia rendered habitual] by the practice of speci- 
al meditation. 


a. ‘ Meditation’ 18 fixedness of thought upon some chosen ob- 
ject [—-see Yoga Aphorisms B. I. §17 and 51—]; its perfection 
consists in abstractedness from all other objects ; by the ^ prac- 


* समाप्रं वाद्याथेभङ्गनिराकरणप्रकरणं ॥ 

.† नन्‌ श्रा धीनं तज्ञानं चषणिकमतसत्राशे मिष्याज्रा- 
न॑ खादेव नदि तादशं किञ्चिदेव ज्ञानं हटभूमिसवासनमि- 
्याज्नान॑समुन्मुलनक्षमम तलत्वन्नानविदि प्रकरणमारभते | 
तच्वज्नानविददवि सच्न्ञानवासना। ततसरात्यन्तिका मिष्या- 
च्राननाशः तच तच्छक्नानविदटद्ो VATE ॥ 
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tice,’ or re-iteration, thereof, there is augmentation of the kriow- 
ledge of truth.* 


4. But then, objects some one in a couple of aphorisms, Me- 
ditation positively does not commence, by reason of obstruction 
through Desire, &c † 


नाथेविशेषप्राबल्यात्‌ ॥ ९.०४ ॥ 
चध्पदिभिः प्रवत्तेनाच ॥ ९.०१५॥ 


Whether Meditation Aph. 104.—Not so [—objccts some one—], 
be possible. t : 
by reason of the predominance of some parti- 


cular object. 


Aph. 105.—And by reason of one’s being impelled to action 
by hunger, &c. 


a. By reason of the ‘predominance of,’ i. e., the inveterate 
association, of affection for ‘some particular object,’ e.g,a 
son, a wife, or the hke, 1४ is impossible to leave off one’s atten- 
tion thereto; so that 1४ [Meditation] cannot take place :—and 
it may be prevented by one’s perceiving the thundering of a 
cloud, and so on. ILnkewise, being obstructed by hunger, thirst, 
fear, &c., one must exert one’s self fur the removal of these,t 
[and this is mcompatible with Meditation. | 








 * समाधि; चिन्तस्याभिमतविषयनिष्ठतं तस्य प्रकी वि- 
षथान्तरानभिष्वङ्गलक्षणसस्याम्यासात्‌ पोनःपन्यात्‌ AT 
arafagfe: ॥ | 
† नन्‌ रागादिभिः प्रतिबन्धात्‌ समाधिरेव नोदेतीत्यासिः 
पति Gara । 
‡ safanay तनयविनतादि रागस्य प्राबल्याच्िर- 
RAAT AS नुसम्धानमवन्नेनीयमिति तद भावः स्या 
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° He refutes this.* 
पूववेकतफ़लानुबग्धात्त टृत्पत्तिः ॥ ९.० ९ ॥ 


How (00 Aph. 106.—It may arise through the posses. 
pee sion of the fruits of former works. 


a. That is to say, Meditation [may be effected] through the 
furce of the habit generated by meditation practised in a previ- 
ous life.t 


6. He informs us of the places [suitable] for the practice of 
Meditation. { 


अरण्यगुदपुलिनादिषु AMIAISATA ॥ Loo 


Places suitable for Aph. 107.—For we are instructed to prac. 

Meditation. ४ : ध ४ 
tice Meditation in a forest, a cave, an alluvial 
island, or the like. 


a. That is to say, steadiness of thought is possible in such 
places. Some say that this is not an aphorism, but [a passage 
of the] Bhashya.§ 


"क न न ना म Le जामिम 





॥ ३. क) 


घनगजितादिन्नानेन प्रतिबन्धः | एवं चतुतृष्णाभयादिभिः 
प्रतिसद्रलदु पशमाय प्रयतेत । 

^ परिदरति। 

† जन्मान्तर्तसमाधिजन्यसंखारवशात्‌ समाधिरि- 
त्यथः ॥ 

‡ योगाभ्यासस्छानमुपदि शति । 

6 तज खिर चित्तता खादिति भाः ite aaa क्रिन्‌ 
भाग्यमिति केचित्‌। 
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४, An indifferent person throws out a doubt.* 


अपवर्गप्येदं UTS) ॥ ९ ० ८ y 


400. 108.—At that rate, it [viz., attachment to loved 


A doubt । ७ 
ohjects,| would present itself even in Emancipation. 


a. ‘At that rate (—referring to §104—] it would present 
itself,’—i. e., by reason of the predominance of some particular 
object, the conception of the object would present itself.+ 


b. He clears up this. 


a निष्पत्रावश्यम्भाविलात्‌॥ ९०९ t 


shoei Aph. 109.—Not so,—because that which he has 
१.९९ gone out of is what must necessarily be, [—otherwise 
the thoughts which you refer to cannot occur—]. 


a. ‘That which he has gone out of,’ 1, e., the body, &c. Be- 
cause this is ‘what must necessanly be,’ ३, e., because this is 
what is the cause,—supply—in respect of notions, &c.,§ [which, 
therefore do not belong to the disembodied]. 


९. But then, what has that to do with the case ?—-so he tells 
us. || 


तदभावश्चापवर्भे॥ LL I 


* AZT शङ्कते । 

† एवं प्रसङ्कः अथेविशेषप्राबल्याद्धिषयावभासप्रसङ्गः | 

+ समाधत्त॥ 

§ निष्पन्नस्य शरौरादेः अवश्यम्भावित्वात्‌ कारणत्वात्‌ 
'छ्लानादिख्िति शेषः ॥ 

॥ ननु किमेतावतेत्यत खाइ । 
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The *emanctpated Aph. 110.—And in Emancipation there is 
are diaembodied. ; 
the non-existence of that. 


a. There is the non existence ‘ of that,’ i. e., of the body, 
&c :—because of the having got rid of the merit and demerit 
which originate it (—see ए. III. §182—]: such is the import.* 


6. He mentions the means of accomplishing Meditation.t 


तदथं यमनियमाम्यामात्मसंखारे यागाचात्मविष्य- 
पायैः UALR | 


Practical Aph. 111.—With a view thereto, let there be a 
nen purifying of the soul by abstinence [from evil] and 
observance [of duties], and by the means of those rules regard- 
ing the soul [which are to be learned] from the Yoga Institute. 


a. ° With a view thereto,’ i.e., with a view to Emancipation. 
Or, as in the Bhdshya, &c., ‘ with a view thereto’ means with a 
view to Meditation { [Regarding the terms in this aphorism, see 
the Yoga Aphorisms B. IT. §29]. 


¢. But then at that rate [—i. e., if the chief End of Man be 
attainable through the rules of the Yoga—] what is the use of 
[the present Institute of | Logic. To this he replies.§ 


ज्ञानग्रडणाभ्यासखलदिद्येः TS PANTS! ॥ ९९२ ॥ 


* तस्य शरौराटेरभावः तदारम्भकधन्द्राधम्धेविर दादिति 
भावः & 

¶ समाधिसाघनान्याद । 

+ तदथेमपवगा्थमिति भाव्यादा तदथ समाध्यथेमिति 
वा। 

§ नन्वेवं किमान्नौलिक्येत्यत ares 
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Use of the present  Aph. 112.—The practice of perusing ‘this 
4 Institute, and communication with those 16811. 
ed in it, fare advisable with a view to Emancipation]. 

a. ‘ With a view thereto’ is borrowed [from §]]1]. The ‘in. 
stitute,’ i. e., that whereby something is understood,—meaning 
the present Institute.* 

&. With a view to showing the method of communication, 
he says.t 


तं शिग्यगुरुसब्रह्मचारिषिशिष्टश्रेयोऽथिभिरनद- 


युभिरभ्यु पेयात्‌ ॥९.९.२॥। 
With whom we should Aph. 118.—He should approach him, 
laa [४०१ he should also communicate] with 
disciples, preceptors attended by disciples, eminent persons, de- 
sirous of Emancipation,—they being unenvious. 

a. ‘Ilim,’ i. €.) him who understands it [viz, the Nydya In- 
stitute]. ‘Attended by disciples,’ i. e., having readers with 
them. ‘Eminent,’ i. e., preeeminently intelligent. ^ Desirous 
of emancipation,’ i. e., wishing for salvation. Some one says 
that the word /(visishta) which we have translated ‘eminent,’ 
means ‘other than those mentioned earlier in the list.’ He says 
‘unenvious’ in order to exclude those who desire [not truth but] 


victory. 
b. He states the manner of communication. § 


* तद थेमित्यनुवन्नेते ज्ञायतेऽनेनेति ज्ञानं शाखं प्रतं । 

† संवाद प्रकारं द शेयित्‌माद t 

‡ तं तदिद्यं। सब्रह्मचारी सदहदाध्यायो । विशिष्टः uae- 
ज्ञानवान्‌। अयोऽरथी मुमुचुः । विशिष्टः पवी क्तमिन्र इत्यथे 
इति कश्चित्‌। विजिगोषव्याटत्त्यथं अनखखयुभिरिति। 

§ सवाद प्रकारमाद । 
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प्रतिपक्दो नमपि वा प्रयाजनाथेमयितवे॥ ९९४। 


How we should com- Aph. 114.—Moreover, verily, for the 
municate. ; ; । 

sake of the motive [viz., certainty], so as 
that there be no opposite opinion, [one should communicate with 
those Yearned in the Institute,]|—provided all desire the object 
[truth]. 


a. The word ‘ verily’ [—as we have here rendcred the particle 
vd—-} is intended for precision. ‘ Provided all desire the ob- 
ject,’ 1. € , there being a desire to know the truth. ^ For the 
sake of the motive,’ i. e., for the sake of ascertaining the truth. 
‘So as that there be no opposite side,’ 1. e., so as that there may 
be no adverse side,—so should he enter upon [this communica. 
tion with the unenvious learned}. And to this effect the Bhdsh- 
ya says— Not having established any side of his own, he should 
clear his own view ;”—the import being, that, through desire of 
ascertaining the truth, one should take up no side.* 


8. Here ends the section regarding the augmentation of the 
knowledge of truth.t 


c. In order that there may not be the mistake of supposing 
that, when we say [§112] “communication with those learned 
in it,” &c., communication is to be made with those who are 


eee enna eT nen Cle Snr NEE नाना मज ० ०००९०००१०७ 


* वाशब्द निश्चयाथेः। अथिल्वे waayarat सत्यां । 
प्रयोजना wafers | प्रतिपच नं प्रतिक्ूलपर्चदौनं 
यथा स्यात्तथाऽभ्युपेयात्‌। तथाच भाव्यं खपक्तमनवस्थाप्य 


खद थनं परिशाधयेदिति। तक्वनिणीँषुतया न aque 
दति भावः। 


+ aan तच्छन्ञानविददध प्रकरणं ॥ 
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outside the pale of the triad (of Vedas], he commences a section 
on the preservation of the knowledge of truth.* 


SECTION XIX. 


ON THE GUARDING THE KNOWLEDGE OF THE TRUTH. 


तन्लाच्यवसायसंर क्षणाय जल्पवितण्डे वीजप्ररादसंर त्त 
णार्थे कण्टकशाखावरणवत्‌ ॥९९५। 


Aph. 115.—For the sake of guar- 
ding the knowledge of the truth, 
there are wranglings and cavils, just as, for the sake of guarding 
the growth of the seed, there is the clothing of the branches 
with thorns. 


The function of wrangling, Sc. 


a. ‘The knowledge of the truth,’ 1. e, certainty as to the 
truth. ‘Guarding’ means the dispelling of doubts as to one’s 
correctness by destroying the objections alleged by others. For 
this purpose are the wranglings and cavils already mentioned [at 
B. I. ९642 and 43] :--80 much is to be supplied.t 


¢, But then, what is to be done with these two (—viz., wrang- 
ling and cavillmg—]? To this replied.t 


न 


पि 


^ तद्धि; we संवाद इत्यच बयीवाद्छः सद संवादः 
कन्तेव्य इति भ्रमा मा भूदिति तखज्ञानपरिपालनप्रकरण- 
मारभते। 

trary wafer संरक्षणं परोक्तदूषः 
णाखम्नेनाप्रामाएशङ्ाविघरनं तदथं जल्पवितण्डे 
पष्वेमक्तं इति शेषः । 

‡ नन्‌ ताभ्यां किङ्काय्येमित्यत ares 
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ताभ्यां fara कथनं ॥ ९९ ९॥ 


02. 116.—Discourse [is to be made] 
with these [appliances], when contending, 
[i. e.,e when arguing against heretics). 


The occasion for this. 


a, The meaning is this, that, if his view is called in question 
by those [heretics| who are outside the pale of the triad [of Ve- 
das], wrongly thinking persons who are ill-disposed towards 
the study of this Institute, or others, then [he is to discourse 
‘with these two,’ i. €.) with wranglings and cavillings. And 
this is [enjoined] with strict limitation [to the case of heretics] ; 
but when those [orthodox] who fall within the pale of the triad 
make objections, he may discourse either with honest discussion 
(B. I. §41), or with wrangling, or with cavilling, accordingly as 
he pleases :—such is the import.* 


8. But in reality he who is desirous of Emancipation holds 
no communication with such, because he is devoid of desire ; 
nor, moreover, is it any aim of his to defend the Institute; nor 
does he go to the Institute with any positive contempt for this 
{business of defending it,—which he nevertheless neglects] ; 
but he should habitually study the Institute,—such is the fact.+ 


क "~ ean 


पजि 


* अयमथः Tare तदरेनाभ्यासादितकुज्ञानेरपरी,. 
व्वौ यदि waq आकच्िष्यते तदा ताभ्यां जल्यवितण्डाभ्यां | 
सावधारणं चेतत्‌ । चव्यन्तःपातिनामाक्तेपे तु वादजल्यवित- 
णुभियेयच्छङ्ययेदिति,.भावः।॥ 

-: ¶ सुतस्‌ aaa तादेः सड संवादो Faces 
erate शा्रपरिपालनमपि age नवा तदूपेच्चधैव 
mre गच्छति किन्तु areata तत्वमिति । 
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८. Here ends the section on the guarding of the knowledge 
of the truth * 


d. Here ends the Second Diurnal Portion of the Fourth 
Boek.t 


€, So much for the Fourth Book of the Commentary on the 
Aphorisms of the Ny4ya, the work of the venerable Viswandétha 
Siddh4ntapanchdénana Bhatt4ch4rya, the son of the great teacher 
the venerable Vidy4nivasa Bhattacharya.t 


 * SAT तन्वक्ञानणरिपपसम्‌ प्रकरं ॥ 

+ wart चतुयाध्यायस्य दि तीयमाङ्किकं । 

‡ इति मदामहापाध्यायग्मोमददिद्यामिवासभङ़ावाष्यात्मजः 
खविश्मायसिद्धान्तपनच्चाननभटडाचाय्येरछतायां न्यायङबह- 
त्ता चतुथऽष्यायः। 





END OF BOOK IV. 
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मख्य afer cent के नाम जा ओयुत बेलंषटाद> 
साड्िबिसे बनो S पाटरशाला के उपकाराथे॥ 


श~ + सानि = णा कम an. 
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